EPA/ROD/R04-94/170
1994

EPA Superfund
Record of Decision:

ROCK HILL CHEMICAL CO.
EPA 1D: SCD980844005

Ou 01

ROCK HILL, SC

06/27/1994



Text :

PB94- 964004

EPA/ ROD/ RO4-94/ 170
July 1994

EPA Super fund
Record of Deci sion:

Rut | edge Property Site,
Rock Hill, SC

RECORD OF DECI SI ON
SUMVARY OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VE SELECTI ON
RUTLEDGE PROPERTY SUPERFUND SI TE

ROCK HI LL, YORK COUNTY,
SOUTH CARCLI NA

PREPARED BY:

U S. ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
REG ON |V
ATLANTA, GEORG A

DECLARATI ON FOR THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Rut | edge Superfund Property Site
Rock Hill, York County, South Carolina

STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPOSE

Thi s deci sion docunent presents the selected renmedial action for the
Rut | edge Property Superfund Site (the Site), located in Rock Hill, York
County, South Carolina, which was chosen in accordance with the

Conpr ehensi ve Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of
1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Anendnents and Reaut horization
Act of 1986 (SARA), 42 U S.C. [Para][Para] 9601 et seq., and, to the extent
practicable, the National O and Hazardous Substances Pol |l ution Contingency
Plan (NCP), 40 C.F.R Part 300 et seq. This record of decision is based on
the adm nistrative record for this Site.

The State of South Carolina concurs with the sel ected renedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE



Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not
addressed by inplenenting the response action selected in this record of
decision (ROD), may present an inmm nent and substantial endangernent to
public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This remedi al action addresses groundwater contam nation.

The maj or conponents of the selected renedy include:
Extraction of contani nated groundwater;
Di rect discharge to POTWof extracted groundwat er
Deed restrictions;

Long-term groundwat er nonitoring; and,

Addi tional work during the renedial design phase including:

deternmining the relationship of the contam nation detected in the
private wells to the contam nation detected in the on-site nonitoring
wel l's, collecting additional background surface soil sanples to confirm
that the variance in manganese |levels is consistent with the

envi ronnental setting, and collecting additional surface water and

sedi nent sanples to determine if the selected background sanple is
representative of true background conditions.

OSTATUTORY DETERM NATI ON

The selected renmedy is protective of human health and the environment,
conplies with Federal and State requirenents that are legally applicable or
rel evant and appropriate to the renedial action, and is cost effective.

This remedy utilizes permanent solutions to the maxi mum extent practicable
for this Site. The selected groundwater renedy satisfies the preference for
treatnment for this Site.

Since selection of this renedy will result in contaninated groundwater
remai ni ng on-site above health-based levels until the renmedial action is
conplete, a statutory five (5) year review will be performed after

commencenent of the renedial action to insure that the renedy continues to
provi de adequate protection of human health and the environnent.

June 27, 1994

John H. Hanki nson, Jr. Dat e
Regi onal Adm ni strator
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DECI SI ON SUMVARY
RUTLEDGE PROPERTY SUPERFUND SI TE
ROCK HI LL, YORK COUNTY, SOUTH CARCLI NA

1.0 SITE LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI O

The Rutl edge Property Site (the Site), is a 4.5 acre parcel |ocated between
U.S. Highway 21 (Cherry Road) and Farlow Street, just east of Cranford
Street in Rock HIl, York County, South Carolina (Figure 1). The Site's
geographic coordinates are 34 57'50" north |atitude and 80 59' 55" west

| ongi t ude.

The property occupies two (2) plats of land: one parcel, which is owned by
Wlliam C. Rutledge, Jr., enconpasses the eastern portion of the Site; and
the second parcel, which is owned by First Union National Bank of South
Carolina, enconpasses the western portion of the Site (Figure 2). The Site
i s bounded by Cherry Road and the Rock Hill Mall to the south; First Union
Nati onal Bank of South Carolina and fast-food restaurants to the west;
residential property (single-famly dwellings) and an unnanmed streamto the



north; and the York Shopping Plaza to the east.

On-site drainage is controlled by topography and man-nade drai nage features.
The Site is drained by an unnanmed stream which originates on the northern
portion of the Site. There is another snaller drainage ditch that
intersects the |arger unnanmed stream The unnamed stream receives the
majority of surface water fromthe 72-inch stormdrain. The origin of
surface water that flows through the 72-inch stormdrain includes open |and
south of the Rock Hill Mall and surface water runoff fromthe Rock Hill Mal
property and Cherry Road. Another 40-inch stormdrain also intersects the
unnamed stream in the same area as the 72-inch drain. Wter fromthis
smal l er drain, originates west of the Site. Site runoff and surface water
fromthe drainage ditch also flowinto the unnanmed stream Presently, al
surface water that reaches the unnaned streamflows along its course in a
northeasterly direction for 1.9 nmles and discharges into the Catawba River.
El evati ons across the Site vary from 606 feet above nean sea |level (nsl) in
the southern and western parts of the Site, to 590 feet above nsl in the
northern portion of the Site.

A majority of the Rock Hill residents receive potable water fromthe City of
Rock Hill utilities. The residents who do not receive their potable water
fromthe City of Rock Hill, use both private or community wells.

<Fi gur e>
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2.0 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

The Rutl edge Property (Rock Hi Il Chemical Conpany) Superfund Site (the Site)

is located on North Cherry Road, in Rock Hill, York County, South Carolina.
The Site covers approximately 4.5 acres of land in a |light comercial and
residential area, across fromthe Rock Hill Mall. From 1960 through 1964,

the Site was the location of the Rock Hill Chem cal Conpany (RHCC), a
Ofacility where paint solvents were distilled and reportedly, textile dy
products were recovered. While RHCC was operating, residue from RHCC s

distillation still bottons, drum bottons, and storage tank bottonms, were
placed in piles on the surface of the facility property and | ater covered
with fill dirt and construction debris. During its operation, RHCC accepted

waste oils and sol vents from generators, separated them and sold the
extracted solvents and oils back to the generators.

The recl amation process used a single pot still, a filter press, and a snall
steam generator. In this operation, waste fluids were reprocessed by
separating solvents fromthe oil phase, filtering the oil through a charcoa



filter press, and repackaging the reclainmed oil for distribution to clients.
The waste fluids initially were contained in drums, but as the process
expanded, above ground storage tanks were added as needed.

Pai nt sludges, textile dye products, still bottomnms, and ot her wastes
generated during the reclanmation process, were stored in piles placed
directly onto the ground. |In sone cases, waste products were buried at the
Site. Still bottons generated fromthe reclamtion process, were

i ncorporated into various layers of fill dirt and construction debris was
used to fill |ow areas of the property to help support heavy nachinery.

Tanks that were used to hold |iquid wastes before reclamati on had, on

occasi on, |eaked onto the ground, creating a potential source of
contamination. One such |eak was caused by a faulty tank val ve. Another

rel ease occurred when a valve on one of the tanks was deliberately opened by
a trespasser, which caused chenmicals to spill onto the ground.

By late 1961, the demand by RHCC clients for reclainmed oil dimnished, and a
surplus remained in inventory. Mich of this residual inventory was consuned
by RHCC as fuel for its steam generator until the conpany ceased operations
late in 1964, or was reprocessed and sold to various custonmers. |n Cctober
1964, a fire at the facility caused druns of o0il and chemicals to expl ode,
rel easing their contents into the environment. After the fire, the RHCC
partnershi p was dissolved. Since that tinme, no other industrial activity
has taken place at the Site.

In 1984, First Federal Savings Bank began to construct a branch office on
the lots it purchased in 1972. The bank had nade no use of the property for
the previous twelve (12) years it had owned the land. During construction
activities, it was discovered that the property was contani nated. At the
time of the 1984 discovery, First Federal Savings Bank pronptly notified the
State of South Carolina Departnent of Health and Environnmental Control
(SCDHEC) and enpl oyed consultants to anal yze the property and determnine the
extent of the contam nation.

First Federal Savings Bank's consultants discovered distillation stil
bottons, netal druns, and other hazardous substances buried beneath the
surface of First Federal Savings Bank's property. Under the supervision of
SCDHEC, First Federal Savings Bank conducted a renoval action on its
property which was conpleted in Novenber 1986, and recei ved SCDHEC approva
i n December 1986.

During the 1986 renoval action, the previously contaninated portion of the
property was excavated, the contaminated soil was deposited in an approved
landfill, and the affected portion of First Federal Savings Bank's property
Owas covered by a clay cap. |In late 1987, EPA' s Energency Response Team use
CERCLA funds to renove approxi mately 46,000 gall ons of waste fromthe above
ground tanks, along with an unknown anount of contaninated soil. This
material was transferred to a RCRA-regul ated facility.

Over the years, prior to the renedial investigation, there have been
fourteen (14) sanpling investigations at the Site. These investigations



were directed by Federal, State and |ocal agencies in an attenpt to
characterize and determ ne the nature and extent of environnenta
contamination. In these previous studies, sanples were collected from soil
groundwater, surface water, sedinent, as well as waste sanples from druns
and five (5) above-ground storage tanks. Analytical results of these
sanpl es have confirmed the presence of contami nants in all of the nedia
sanpl ed.

Based upon this information, EPA proposed the Site for inclusion on the
National Priorities List (NPL) on June 24, 1988, and EPA finalized the Site
on the NPL on February 21, 1990, with a hazard ranki ng score of 40.29.

On May 23, 1991, EPA issued special notice letters and general/specia
notice letters pursuant to Section 122(e) of CERCLA, 42 U. S.C. [Para]
9622(e), along with CERCLA Section 104(e), 42 U.S.C. [Para] 9604(e),

i nformati on requests to all potentially responsible parties (PRPs). The
special notice letters and general /special notice letters offered the PRPs
the opportunity to perform finance or otherw se participate in the renedia
i nvestigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) activities at the Site.

On August 21, 1991, however, the PRPs notified EPA that they were not going
to sign the Administrative Order on Consent for the RI/FS. EPA notified the
PRPs that EPA was conducting the RI/FS utilizing noney fromthe Hazardous
Subst ance Superfund. Field work for the RI began in March 1992.

3.0 HIGHLI GHTS OF COMMUNI TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

An information repository for the Site, which includes the Adm nistrative
Record, was established at the York County Library in March 1992, and is
available to the public at both the information repository maintai ned at the
York County Library, 138 East Black Street, Rock HiIl, South Carolina,

29731, and at EPA, Region IV Library, 345 Courtland Street, Atlanta,

Georgia, 30365. A muiling list was established for the Site and a fact
sheet was mailed in March 1992. The fact sheet outlined the followi ng: the
objectives of the RI, a sunmary of the Site history, the various
opportunities for public involvenent (including Technical Assistance
Grants), the location of the information repository, and an announcenent of
a public neeting that was held in Rock Hill on March 19, 1992.

EPA i ssued a proposed plan in February 1994, which outlined EPA' s preferred
alternative. A public comment period for the proposed plan was held from
February 22, 1994, to March 24, 1994. EPA held a public neeting on March 1,
1994, where EPA representatives answered questions regarding the Site and
the renedial alternatives under consideration, which were outlined in the
proposed plan. EPA received a request for an extension to the public
comment period, and extended the comrent period to April 25, 1994.

EPA received oral coments during the March 1, 1994, public neeting, and
Owitten comrents during the sixty (60) day public coment period. Response
to the comments received by EPA are included in the Responsiveness Sumary
(Appendi x A).



This ROD presents EPA's sel ected renedial action for the Site, chosen in
accordance with CERCLA, as anended by SARA, and to the extent practicable,
the NCP. The renedial action selection for

this Site is based on information contained in the Adm nistrative Record.
The public and state participation requirenments under Section 117 of CERCLA,
42 U.S.C. [Para] 9617, have been net for this Site.

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF THIS ACTION W THI N SI TE STRATEGY

Two (2) renovals, one in 1986, and the other in 1987, reduced the risk from
exposure to contami nated soil as well as reduced the |eaching of

contami nants fromthe soil to the groundwater. This was confirmed during
the renedial investigation. Therefore, according to the Baseline Risk
Assessnent, no additional cleanup of the Site soil is necessary.

The purpose of the renedial alternative selected in this RODis to reduce
potential future risks at this Site from exposure to contam nated
groundwater. There is no unacceptable current risk present at the Site.

The groundwat er renedial action is expected to elimnate the potentia

future risks to an on-site resident, that potentially could use contam nated
groundwat er for potable water supply. This is the only ROD contenpl ated for
this Site.

5.0 SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

The RI investigated the nature and extent of contam nation on and near the
Site, and defined the potential risks to human health and the environnment
posed by the Site. A supporting Rl objective was to characterize the
Site-specific geol ogy and hydrogeol ogy. A total of sixty-five (65) soi
sanmples, fifty-six (56) groundwater sanples, seven (7) surface water

sanpl es, and seven (7) sedinent sanples were collected during the RI. Field
work for the RI began in March 1992, during which soil and surface water
sanpl es were collected, and a well survey was conducted. Mnitoring wells
were installed and sanpled from June to July 1992, along with severa
private wells. Additional nmonitoring wells were installed and sanpled from
Decenmber 1992, to January 1993. The final RI/FS report was conpleted in
January 1994. Locations of groundwater sanples from nonitoring wells and
private wells, surface soil, subsurface soil, surface water, and sedi nent
sanpl es are shown in Figures 3 through 6.

5.1 Meteorol ogy

The Site is located in the Piednont physiographic province and the Charlotte
Belt geol ogic province of South Carolina. Sumrers are |long with warm

weat her generally lasting fromMay to Septenber. Wnters are nmld and
relatively short with freezing tenmperatures occurring about half of the days
in winter. Average annual daily mexi mum and m ni mum tenperatures are 74 F
and 50 F, respectively. The average annual rainfall amunt is 46.7 inches
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and the annual evaporation rate is 41 inches resulting in a yearly net
rainfall of 5.7 inches. The two-year, 24-hour rainfall anount is 3.25
i nches.

5.2 Geol ogi ¢ and Hydrogeol ogic Setting
5.2.1 Geology/Soils

The Site is located in the Piednont physiographic province and the Charlotte
Belt geol ogic province of South Carolina. The Piednont is a broad plateau
rangi ng from 400 to 1200 feet above sea level. Piednont areas are
characterized by | ow, rounded, gently sloping hills having relatively deeply
i ncised dendritic drainage patterns. Piednont sites typically have a thick
| ayer of highly weathered residual soil and weathered rock (saprolite)
overlying conpetent bedrock

Residual materials at the Site generally consist of sandy, clayey silt, fine
sand and silt. The contact between the saprolite and bedrock typically is
gradational and is often characterized by a zone of fractured rock materi al
Saprolite is weathered deconposed in-place rock which is characterized by
its retention of the original fabric or structure of the parent bedrock

The residual soil and saprolite thickness in the Piednont is variable, but
may be greater than eighty (80) feet.

The Pi ednont province is characterized by metanorphic rocks which have been
i ntruded by igneous rocks. The netanorphic rocks of the Charlotte Belt

i ncl ude schist, gneiss, anphibolite, and nmetagabbro. |gneous rocks range in
conposition fromgranite to gabbro. Geol ogic mapping of the Rock Hill area
indicates that the Site is underlain by gabbro. Unconsolidated soils
consist of a surficial layer of alluviumunderlain by saprolite. At the
Site, the alluviumconsists of black-to-grey to green-to-blue sandy, clayey



silt. The alluviumranged in thickness fromb5.5 to 9.0 feet. The
underlying saprolite consists of green-to-tan-to-brown fine sand and silt
ranging in thickness from3.4 to 22 feet.

5.2.2 Hydrogeol ogy

Informati on on the hydrogeol ogy of the Site was obtained fromthe sixteen
(16) nonitoring wells installed during the Rl and four (4) existing wells.
Groundwater at the Site is first encountered in the unconsolidated soi
zones overlying bedrock. The water table was encountered at depths ranging
fromapproximtely five (5) feet to approximately eight (8) feet below | and
surface. The direction of groundwater flow within both aquifers is toward
Site surface water.

The ability for groundwater to nove horizontally through the underlying
aqui fer system was eval uated using the hydraulic conductivity val ues
deternmined fromthe rising head tests made in the soil and rock units. The
average horizontal hydraulic conductivity of the soil aquifer ranged from
0.14 to 2.62 feet per day and averaged 1.07 feet per day. The horizonta
hydraul i c conductivity in the rock wells ranged from0.08 to 58.2 feet per
day and averaged 1.7 feet per day. Average hydraulic conductivities were
cal cul ated using a geonetric mean.

The ability for groundwater to nove vertically through the soil unit was
eval uated by neasuring the hydraulic conductivity of four (4) Shel by tube
sanpl es col l ected during the subsurface investigation. These Shel by tube
sanpl es were then sent to a geotechnical |aboratory and tested for vertica
hydraul i c conductivity. The vertical hydraulic conductivity of the soi
unit ranged from 1.7 x 10[-5] to 0.15 feet per day and averaged 1.45 x
10[-2] feet per day. As previously nentioned, the average val ue was
cal cul ated using a geonetric mean.

The hydraulic gradient in the soil unit, based on the January 27, 1993,

wat er | evel data, varies fromO0.021 to 0.1 feet per foot and averages 0.044
feet per foot. Using an average horizontal hydraulic conductivity of 1.07
feet per day, an average hydraulic gradient of 0.044 feet per foot, and an
average effective porosity of 0.20 (typical for silty material), the average
hori zontal groundwater seepage velocity for the soil aquifer is 0.24 feet
per day.

The hydraulic gradient in the rock unit, based on the January 27, 1993,

wat er | evel data, varies from0.008 to 0.055 feet per foot and averages
0.024 feet per foot. Using an average horizontal hydraulic conductivity of
1.7 feet per day, an average hydraulic gradient of 0.024 feet per foot, and
an effective porosity of 0.05 (typical for highly weathered gabbro), the
aver age seepage velocity for the upper rock unit is 0.82 feet per day.

5.3 Nature and Extent of Contanination

Envi ronnental contam nation at the Site can be summari zed as fol | ows:



Groundwat er Contami nation. Sixteen (16) groundwater sanples fromtenporary
wells were collected and anal yzed for selected paraneters, prior to the
installation of permanent nonitoring wells. Ten (10) pernmanent nonitoring
wells were installed during the second phase of field work and were sanpl ed
and analyzed for all target conpound list/target analyte Iist (TCL/TAL)
paraneters, along with three (3) previously existing nonitoring wells and
four (4) private wells (July 1992). Six (6) additional wells were installed
during the third phase of field work (Decenmber 1992 to January 1993). Al

si xteen (16) pernanent

monitoring wells were then sanpl ed and anal yzed for all TCL/ TAL paraneters,
along with the three (3) previously existing nonitoring wells and the four
(4) private wells (January 1993).

Four (4) contam nants of concern (COCs), trichloroethene (TCE),

1, 2-di chl oroet hene, vinyl chloride, and nanganese, were detected in the
groundwater. These COCs were determned in the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent
which is described below in Section 6.0.

TCE was the npst comon vol atile organic contamnant as it was detected in
three (3) groundwater sanples. 1,2-dichloroethene was also detected in two
(2) groundwater sanples. The highest volatile organic contam nant detected
was TCE at 84,000 micrograns/liter (g/1l), which is well above the maximum
contanmi nant |level (MCL) of 5 g/l for this contanmi nant. The hi ghest
detection level of 1,2-dichloroethene was 1200 g/I, which is also well above
its MCL of 70 g/l1. Vinyl chloride was detected at 26 g/l, which exceeds its
MCL of 2 g/l, and the highest detection for nanganese was 3600 g/|, which
greatly exceeds the risk-based cleanup | evel of 200 g/l.

Due to the fact that very low |levels of Site-related contam nation were
detected in the private wells (Figure 3), further evaluation of the
construction characteristics of the private wells will be required in the
remedi al design. The primary private wells of concern are PWO03 and PW04.
Two off-site private wells, PWO01 and PW02, may al so be studied. |If the
screened depths of these private wells exceed the screened depths of the
on-site nmonitoring wells, additional nmonitoring wells may be required.

These additional nmonitoring wells will be used to fully denobnstrate that
there is no Site related aquifer contam nation, at unacceptable risk |evels,
at the deeper screened depths.

Surface and Subsurface Soil Contam nation. A total of sixty-five (65) soi
sanpl es were collected and anal yzed for all TCL/ TAL paraneters. There were
no contam nants of concern as determned in the Baseline R sk Assessnment. A
further discussion of the Baseline Ri sk Assessnment is described below in
Section 6.0.

No vol atile organic contam nants were detected in the surface soil sanples,
however several volatile organic contam nants were detected in the
subsurface soil sanples. The highest of these was acetone, up to 2.2
mlligrams/kilogram (ng/kg) estimted, which was also found in a background
sanple. Several sem -volatile organic contam nants were detected in the



surface soil sanples, but only one was detected in a single subsurface soi
sanple. All detected levels were below 1 ng/ kg, however. A few pesticides
and pol ychl orinated bi phenyls (PCBs) were detected at very low |l evels, al
were well below 1.0 nmg/kg, in a few surface and/or subsurface soil sanples.

Several netals were detected in the surface and subsurface soil sanples at
| evel s greater than two (2) tines background, however these levels were only
found in a few sanples. The renmining sanple locations in which these sane
netals were detected were primarily below two (2) tinmes background | evels.

OManganese was detected in the surface soil sanples and ranged from 110 ng/k
to 4500 ng/ kg. However, background surface soil sanples ranged from 370
ng/ kg to 5900 ng/ kg. The highest |evel detected for |ead was 340 ng/ kg
(estimated) in a surface soil sanple and 99 ng/ kg (estinmated) and 150 ng/ kg
(estimated, in a duplicate of the same sanple) in a subsurface soil sanple.
Zinc was detected in the surface soil sanples significantly above background
at 530 ng/kg.

Due to a concern over the high variance of manganese |levels in the surface
soi | background sanpl es, additional sanple(s) will be collected during the
remedi al design phase to confirmthat this variance is consistent with the
envi ronnental setting.

Surface Water Contamination. Seven (7) surface water sanples fromthe
unnanmed stream and drai nage ditch, and frominside the 72-inch drain, were
col l ected and anal yzed for all TCL/ TAL paraneters. Surface water run-off
fromthe Rock Hill Mall and Cherry Road flow through the 72-inch drain and
the unnaned stream There were no contam nants of concern as determned in
the Baseline Risk Assessnment. A further discussion of the Baseline Risk
Assessnent is described below in Section 6.0.

No sem -vol atile organic contam nants, pesticides, or PCBs were detected in
any of the sanples. A few volatile organic contam nants were detected in
all of the sanples, though a specific contam nant nmay have been detected in
just one sanple. The highest |evel detected, Tetrachl oroethene at 65 g/l,
was from the background sanple collected frominside the 72-inch drain.
Thi s same contam nant was al so detected further downstream at | ower
concentrations. Because these contaninants were detected in the
"background" sanple, additional surface water sanple(s) will be collected
during the renedi al design phase to determine if this background sanple is
representative of true background conditions. Several netals were al so
detected, but were primarily found at | ess than two tinmes background or at

| evel s representative of naturally occurring levels for this area.

Sedi ment Contam nation. Seven (7) sedinent sanples fromthe unnanmed stream
and drainage ditch, and frominside the 72-inch drain, in the sane |ocations
as the surface water sanples, were collected and anal yzed for all TCL/TAL
paraneters. There were no contam nants of concern as deternmined in the
Basel i ne Ri sk Assessment. A further discussion of the Baseline Risk
Assessnent is described below in Section 6.0.



Three (3) volatile organic contam nants were detected in three (3) of the
sedi mnent sanples. Tetrachl oroethene was detected in the background sanpl e
at 0.120 ng/ kg, which was the highest detected concentration, though it was
al so detected further downstream Because these contam nants were detected
in the background sanple, additional sedinment sanple(s) will be collected
during the renmedial design to determine if this background sanple is
representative of true background conditions.

Sem -vol atil e organic contam nants were detected in all of the sanples, with
t he highest |evels found in sedi ment sanple SD-03. Fluoranthene at 4.8
ng/ kg was the highest contam nant detected. Most of the sem -volatile
organi ¢ contami nants were also detected at significant levels in the
background sanple. Metals were detected in the sanples. The nmeximum
detected concentration was |lead at an estimated val ue of 0.58 ng/kg. The
Orermai ning netals detected were primarily |ess than two tinmes background

6.0 SUMMARY OF SITE RI SKS

A Baseline Ri sk Assessnment was conducted to evaluate the risks present at
the Site to hunman health and the environnment, under present day conditions
and under assuned future use conditions. The purpose of a Baseline Risk
Assessnent is to provide a basis for taking action and to identify the
contanmi nants and the exposure pathways that need to be addressed by the
remedi al action. It serves as an indication of the risks posed by the Site
if no action were to be taken.

This section of the ROD contains a brief sunmmary of the results of the
Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnment conducted for the Site. The Site land use is
currently comrercial. There is, however, the potential for part of the Site
to become residential in a future use scenario, and that a future resident
potentially could install a private well for potable use. This is based on
the fact that there are nearby residential areas adjacent to the Site, and
that some of these residents use groundwater as a potable source of water

Carci nogenic risk and noncarci nogenic Hazard Index (H') ratios were
cal cul ated for both the current |land use scenario, with residents near the
Site (Site visitor), as well as on-site workers, and the potential future
| and use scenario, which is residential. The Baseline Ri sk Assessnent
determ ned that the total cancer risk for the current Site visitor scenario
is 3.34 x 10[-6], and that the total cancer risk for the current on-site
wor ker scenario is 2.05 x 10[-6]. These risk levels only slightly exceed
the lower target level of 1 x 10[-6], but is still well within EPA s
acceptable risk range of 1 x 10[-4] to 1 x 10[-6]. The Site, therefore,
does not pose an unacceptable cancer risk under the current exposure
scenario. The total H for the

current Site visitor scenario is 0.31 and for the current on-site worker
scenario is 0.26. These H's are bel ow any | evel of concern for



noncar ci nogens (1.0) and indicate that the Site does not pose an
unaccept abl e non-carci nogenic ri sk under the current exposure scenario.
Therefore, there is no unacceptable current risk at the Site.

The Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent al so determ ned that the total cancer risk for
the future Site residential scenario was 2.63 x 10[-2]. This risk level is
not within EPA's acceptable risk range (1 x 10[-4] to 1 x 10[-6]). The H
for the future Site residential scenario was 400 for an adult and 950 for a
child; these |l evels exceed the acceptable H of 1.0. The carcinogenic and
non-carci nogenic risks are attributable to the ingestion of groundwater. No
substantial risk to wildlife or the environnment was found to exi st under
present conditions or future conditions.

The Baseline Ri sk Assessment concluded that the surface soils, the surface
wat er, and the sedinents at the Site are not nedia of concern. During the
FS, it was determined that the subsurface soil was not a nedia of concern.
The Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnment determ ned that the groundwater was the only
medi a posing an unacceptable | evel of risk to human health or the
environnent. The actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances from
this Site, if not addressed by inplenmenting the response action selected in
this Record of Decision, may present an inmm nent and substantia
Cendangerment to public welfare or the environnent

6.1 Contam nants of Concern

Data collected during the Rl were evaluated in the Baseline Risk Assessnent.
Cont ami nants were not included in the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent evaluation if
any of the following criteria applied:

u If an inorganic conmpound or elenent, it was not detected at or
above twi ce the background concentrati on.

u If an inorganic conmpound or elenent, it was detected at | ow
concentrations, had very low toxicity, and was judged to be
natural ly occurring

u The sanpling data included anal ytical results flagged as "N’
(presunptive evidence) or "R' (not usable).

The results of the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent concluded that the only medi um
of concern was the groundwater, and that the contam nants of concern were
TCE, 1, 2-dichloroethene, vinyl chloride, and manganese. Levels of the

1, 2-di chl oroet hene ranged from non-detect (the detection limt was normally
0.010 ng/l) to

1200 g/l. TCE ranged from non-detect to 84,000 g/l. Vinyl chloride |evels
ranged from non-detect to 26 g/l, and nanganese | evels ranged from
non-detect to 3,600 g/l.

For each contam nant of concern, exposure point concentrations were
deternmined in the Baseline Risk Assessment. The upper ninety-five percent



(95% confidence linmit of the arithnmetic nean of all detections was used,
unless it exceeded the maxi mum detected concentration. |If this occurred,
then the mexi mum detected concentration was used. The exposure point
concentrations calculated in the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent for groundwater
were 434 g/l for 1,2-dichloroethene, 84,000 g/|I for TCE, 26 g/l for vinyl
chloride, and 3600 g/| for manganese.

6.2 Exposure Assessnent

The Site land use is currently comercial. There is, however, the potentia
for part of the Site to beconme residential in a future use scenario, and
that a future resident potentially could install a private well for potable
use. This is based on the fact that there are nearby residential areas

adj acent to the Site, and that sonme of these residents use groundwater as a
pot abl e source of water. |In addition, there are other potable wells within
a half-nmle radius of the Site. Minicipal water, however, is available to
the area. The Baseline Ri sk Assessnent deternined that the popul ation that
could potentially be exposed to Site contami nants woul d be potential future
on-site residents. Based on this information, the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent
deternmined that the reasonabl e exposure pathways consi st of ingestion of
chemicals in contam nated groundwat er and i nhal ati on of chemnicals

vol atilized during non-ingestion donestic water use, e.g. showering.

The following future use scenari o exposure assunptions were used: for
exposure to the non-carcinogens by an adult resident, it was assumed that
(0t he adult resident would ingest two (2) liters per day of groundwater for
twenty-four (24) year period. It was assunmed that a child would be exposed
for six (6) years, and would only consune 1 liter per day of water. For
carcinogens, the time period used was seventy (70) years. An inhalation
rate of 0.83 cubic meter/hour was assumed for a 15-m nute shower duration.

6.3 Toxicity Assessnent of Contam nants

The purpose of the toxicity assessnment is to assign toxicity val ues
(criteria) to each chem cal evaluated in the Baseline Risk Assessnment. The
toxicity values are used in conmbination with the estimted doses to which a
human coul d be exposed (as discussed in the Ri sk Characterization subsection
of the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent) to evaluate the potential human health

ri sks associated with each contami nant. Human health criteria

devel oped by EPA (cancer slope factors and non-cancer reference doses) were
either obtained fromthe Integrated Ri sk Information System (IRI'S, 1993) or
the 1992 Health Effects Assessment Sunmary Tabl es (HEAST; EPA, 1992). In
sonme cases the Environnental Criteria Assessnment O fice (ECAOQ, 1992) was
contacted to obtain criteria for chenicals which were not listed in IRI'S or
HEAST.

EPA has devel oped sl ope factors (SF) to estimate excess lifetinme cancer
ri sks associated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic contam nants of
concern. Sfs, which are expressed as risk per mlligram per kil ogram of
dose, are multiplied by the estimated i ntake of a potential carcinogen, in



ng/ kg-day, to provide an upper-bound estimate of the excess lifetinme cancer
ri sk associated with exposure at that intake |evel.

The term "upper bound" reflects the conservative estimate of the risks
calculated fromthe SF. Use of this approach makes underestimati on of the
actual cancer risk highly unlikely. Slope factors are derived fromthe
results of human epi dem ol ogi cal studies or chronic animal bioassay data to
whi ch mat hemati cal extrapolation fromhigh to | ow dose, and fromaninmal to
human dose, has been applied, and statistics to account for uncertainty have
been applied (e.g. to account for the use of animal data to predict effects
on humans).

EPA has al so devel oped reference doses (RfDs) to establish the potential for
adverse human health effects from exposure to the contani nants of concern
exhi bi ti ng noncarcinogenic effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units of
ng/ kg-day, are estinmates of daily exposure levels for humans, including
sensitive subpopul ations, that are likely to be without risk of adverse
effect. Estimated intakes of contam nants of concern from environmenta
media (e.g. the anobunt of chemicals of concern ingested from contam nated
drinking water) can be conpared to the RfD. RfDs are derived from human

epi deni ol ogi cal studies or aninmal studies to which uncertainty factors have
been applied (e.g., to account for the use of animal data to predict effects
on hunmans).

Carci nogeni c contam nants are classified according to EPA' s
wei ght - of - evi dence system This classification schene is summari zed bel ow

Group A Known human carci nogen.

O Group Bl: Probabl e human carci nogen, based on linited huma
epi deni ol ogi cal evidence.

Group B2: Probabl e human carci nogen, based on inadequate human
epi deni ol ogi cal evidence but sufficient evidence of
carcinogenicity in aninmals.

Group C. Possible human carcinogen, limted evidence of
carcinogenicity in aninmals.

Group D Not classifiable due to insufficient data.

Group E: Not a human carci nogen, based on adequate ani nal studies
and/ or human epi dem ol ogi cal evi dence.

TCE is classified as a B2 carcinogen. The oral slope factor used for TCE
was 1.10 x 10[-2] and the inhalation slope factor was 1.70 x 10[-2] (the
reference used was Dol | arhide, 1992). The oral slope factor used for vinyl
chloride was 1.90 and the inhalation slope factor was 3.00 x 10[-1] (HEAST,
1992). The reference dose used for 1,2-dichloroethene, oral only, was 1.00
x 10[-2] (HEAST, 1992). The reference dose used for TCE, oral only, was
6.00 x 10[-3] (Dollarhide, 1992). The reference dose for manganese, oral



was 5.00 x 10[-3] (IRI'S, 1993).
6.4 Risk Characterization

The final step of the Baseline Ri sk Assessnment, the generation of nunmerica
estimates of risk, was acconplished by integrating the exposure and toxicity
i nformati on.

For a carcinogen, risks are estimated as the incremental probability of an
i ndi vi dual devel opi ng cancer over a |lifetine as a result of exposure to the
carci nogen. Excess lifetinme cancer risk is calculated fromthe foll ow ng
equati on:

Risk = CDI x SF

wher e:
Risk = a unit-1less probability (e.g. 2 x 10-5) of an
i ndi vi dual devel opi ng cancer
CDI = chronic daily intake averaged over seventy (70)

years (ng/kg-day), and
SF = slope-factor, expressed as (ng/kg-day)-1

These risks are probabilities that are generally expressed in scientific
notation (e.g. 1 x 10[-6]). An excess lifetime cancer risk of 1 x 10[-6]

i ndicates that, as a reasonable maxi num estimte, an individual has a 1 in
1, 000, 000 chance of devel oping cancer as a result of Site-related exposure
to a carcinogen over a seventy (70) year lifetinme period under the specific
exposure conditions at a site.

The potential for noncarcinogenic effects is evaluated by conparing an
exposure |l evel over a specified tinme period (e.g., life-tine) with a
reference dose derived for a similar exposure period. The ratio of exposure
to toxicity is called a hazard quotient (HQ. An HQ less than 1 indicates
that a receptor's dose of a single contamnant is |less than the RfD, and
that the toxic noncarcinogenic effects fromthat chem cal are unlikely. By
adding the Hgs for all contanminants of concern that affect the sanme target
organ (e.g. liver) within a nediumor across all nedia to which a given
popul ati on may reasonably be exposed, the Hazard Index (H') is generated.

An H less than 1 indicates that, based on the sumof all Hgs fromdifferent
contam nants and exposure routes, toxic noncarcinogenic effects from al
contami nants are unlikely.

The HQ is cal cul ated as foll ows:
Non-cancer HQ = CDI/RfD

wher e:



CD

Chronic Daily Intake

Rf D

ref erence dose; and

CDI and RfD are expressed in the same units and represent the sane period
(i.e., chronic, subchronic, or short-term.

It was deternmined in the Baseline Ri sk Assessnment that there is no current
unaccept abl e carci nogeni c or non-carcinogenic risk at the Site.

Under the future use scenario, the lifetinme carcinogenic risk associated
with all the exposure pathways is estimated to be 1.47 x 10[-2] for an adult
and 1.16 x 10[-2] for a child. The overall carcinogenic risk for a future
resident is 2.63 x 10[-2]. The estimated lifetinme carcinogenic risk is due
primarily to the potential ingestion and inhalation of contam nants in the
groundwat er .

Under the future use scenario, the lifetinme noncarcinogenic risk, associated
with all the exposure pathways is estimted to be H = 400 for an adult
resident, and 950 for a child resident. This noncarcinogenic risk is due to
the potential ingestion of contaminants in the groundwater

Because the | and use adjacent to the Site is zoned for both residential and
commerci al use, the ecol ogical communities surrounding the Site have been
altered fromtheir natural state.

No state or federally designated endangered or threatened species are found
at the Site.

The actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if
not addressed by inplenmenting the response action selected in this ROD, may
present an imm nent and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare,

or the environment.

07.0 DESCRI PTI ON OF GROUNDWATER REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VE

The FS considered a wide variety of general response actions and
technol ogi es for renediating groundwater. No other nedia at the Site
require remedi al action.

Based on the FS, Baseline Risk Assessnent, and Applicable or Rel evant and
Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs), the renedial action objectives (RACs)
listed bel ow were established for the Site. Alternatives were devel oped
with the goal of attaining these objectives:

u Reduce to acceptable | evels the excess risk to humans and
envi ronnental receptors associated with the medi um and
contami nants of concern at the Site. This will be acconplished by

reduci ng the concentrations of contam nants that result in excess
risk to human health and the environnent.



u Reduce the potential for ingesting contaminants in the groundwater
or inhaling volatilized contam nants fromthe groundwater fromthe
Site where:

u Carci nogen concentrati ons are above Federal or State
standards, or in the absence of standards, are above |evels
that woul d exceed an acceptabl e cancer risk range of 1 x
10[-4] to 1 x 10[-6];

u Noncar ci nogen concentrati ons are above Federal or State
standards, or in the absence of standards, are above |evels
that woul d exceed an acceptabl e Hazard Index (H') of 1.0.

Technol ogi es considered potentially applicable to groundwater contam nation
were further eval uated based upon their effectiveness and inplenmentability.
Li sted bel ow are those alternatives which passed this final screening, and

are proposed for groundwater renediation.

Alternative 1: No Action
Alternative 2: Limted Action, institutional controls

Alternative 3: G oundwater extraction, treatnent, and surface water
di scharge

Alternative 4: Goundwater extraction, POTWdischarge

Each of the four (4) alternatives is discussed below. Alternatives 1 and 2
will not nmeet the renediation goals presented in Section 9.1.3 of this ROD
Alternatives 3 and 4 will neet the renedi ati on goal s through treatnent.

"O&M costs" refer to the costs of operating and naintaining the treatnent
described in the alternative. The treatnment period for Alternatives 3 & 4
was assuned to be thirty (30) years.

Groundwater nmonitoring for Alternatives 1 & 2 was assunmed for the purposes
of projecting costs, to be for the five (5) year reviews only. Mnitoring
for Alternatives 3 & 4 was assuned, for the purpose of projecting costs, to
(be once a week for the influent and effluent for thirty (30) years and fo
the twenty (20) nonitoring wells, once a quarter for the first five (5)
years and sem -annually for the next twenty-five (25) years. O&M costs were
cal cul ated using a seven percent (7% discount rate per year

Certain sections of Federal and State environnental statutes (see Section 9)
are applicable, or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARs) for the
Site, and nust be net by the selected renmedial alternative or waived with
justification provided as to why that ARAR was wai ved. Site groundwater is
classified by South Carolina as Class GB (SC Water Classifications and

St andards, Regul ation 61-68), and by EPA as Class |l A (Guidelines for G ound
Water Use and C assification, EPA G ound Water Protection Strategy, US EPA
1986) .



Alternatives 1 and 2 would not neet the rel evant and appropri ate ARARS
identified in Section 9, concerning groundwater as a potable water source.
The National Primary and Secondary Drinking Water Standards, pronul gated
under 40 C.F.R Parts 141-143, and the State of South Carolina Primry

Dri nki ng Water Regul ations, SC Reg. 61-58, would not be nmet because
Alternatives 1 and 2 do not involve treatnent of the contaninated
groundwat er, and contam nants in the Site groundwater violate the MCLs
specified in these Federal and State regul ations. These ARARs woul d be net
by Alternatives 3 and 4.

In addition, the CERCLA preference for treatnent to reduce the toxicity,
mobility, or volune of the contam nants, wherever possible, would not be
satisfied by Alternatives 1 or 2 since no treatnent is involved. The
remai ning Alternatives, 3 and 4, would achieve these standards, and woul d
al so neet the CERCLA preference for treatnent, since they are active
treatment technol ogi es.

Alternative 3 would be subject to the following ARARsS or criteria to be
consi dered (TBCs) because of the on-site treatnent plant aspect of the
alternative: National Anbient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), 40 C.F. R Part
50; National Em ssions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs), 40
C.F.R Part 61, TBC, South Carolina Ambient Air Quality Standards (S.C. Reg.
R61-62). Alternatives 3 and 4 would both be subject to the South Carolina
Wel | Standards and Regul ations, (R61-71), since both alternatives involve
the installation of extraction wells.

O her ARARs for Alternative 3 include the Clean Water Act Pretreatnent
Standards (40 C.F.R Parts 122, 125, 129, 133, and 136), and the South
Carolina NPDES Discharge Limtations for treated water (R61-9), if discharge
is to a stream

The treatnment systemrelated to Alternative 3, nmay produce a sludge, and
possi bly spent carbon, that may be subject to the identification (40 C.F.R
Part 261, SCHWWR 61-79.261), transportation (40 C.F. R Part 262, SCHWR
61-79.262), manifestation (40 C.F.R Part 263, SCHWR 61-79.263), and | and
di sposal restriction (40 C.F. R Part 268, SCHWR 61-79.268) requirements of
the Solid Waste Di sposal Act, as anmended by the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) 42 U.S.C. [Para][Para] 6901 et seq., if the resulting
sludge is determned to be a RCRA hazardous waste.

7.1 Alternative 1: No Action

Under the no action alternative, the Site is left "as is" and no funds are
expended for the cleanup or control of the contam nated groundwater

Moni toring of contanminants of concern and their degradati on contani nants,

not including their innocuous conpounds, would be included as part of this
alternative. However, the costs associated with the nonitoring are not
considered capital costs or O&M costs. Monitoring of the contani nants woul d
i nvolve the collection and anal ysis of groundwater sanples from existing
Site nonitoring wells, at |east every five (5) years, to allow tracking of



cont anmi nant concentrations and to nonitor the speed, direction, and extent
of contam nant migration. The exact nunber and location of wells to be
sanpl ed woul d be deternined during renedial design. 1In addition, the need
for any additional nonitoring wells, which nmay be sanpled for additiona
contanmi nants, would be deternined during the renedial design/renmedial action
phases. These wells

may be added if it is determned |ater that groundwater contam nation has
left the Site property or if further characterization of the Site is needed.
Future risks to persons living on and near the Site will remain. Because
hazar dous contam nants would remain on-site, five (5) year reviews would be
requi red under Section 121(c) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. [Para] 9621(c).

Alternative 1: Capital Cost: $ 0.00
Annual O&M Cost : 0.00
Total Present Wrth Cost: $ 0.00

The cost estimate for sanpling the nonitoring wells was approximtely $
181, 500. 00.

7.2 Alternative 2: Limted Action, Institutional Controls

Under this alternative, institutional controls would be inplenented to
restrict the withdrawal and use of contam nated groundwater on-site. This
alternative would al so i nclude nonitoring of the contam nants, as descri bed
in Alternative 1.

The institutional controls that would apply to the Site are deed
restrictions and well permt restrictions. Deed restrictions would prevent
future use of the contam nated groundwater for purposes such as potable

wat er supply or irrigation of edible garden vegetables. These restrictions
woul d be written into the property deeds to informfuture property owners of
the possibility of contanm nated groundwater beneath the property. Permt
restrictions issued by the State of South Carolina would restrict all wel
drilling permits issued for new wells on properties that may draw water from
t he contami nated groundwater for potable use or for the irrigation of edible
garden veget abl es.

Alternative 2: Capital Cost: $ 0. 00
Annual O&M Cost : 35, 750. 00
Total Present Wrth Cost: $ 181, 456. 00

7.3 Alternative 3: Goundwater Extraction, Treatnent, Surface Water
Di schar ge

Alternative 3 involves placing extraction wells throughout the contam nated
Ogroundwat er, with overl apping cones of influence, to actively renediate th
aquifer. It would involve installing extraction wells and renoving

contani nated water fromthe aquifer, both horizontally and vertically, and
treating the extracted groundwater. The groundwater woul d be extracted
until the performance standards are net. This will also prevent further



m gration of the contam nated groundwater. 1In addition, the contam nated
groundwat er near the nmonitoring wells that had the highest concentration of
contam nants, MMO03, shall be

renmedi ated as quickly as possible, to prevent the migration of the
cont ami nat ed groundwater further into the bedrock, as well as, prevent

m gration of the contam nated groundwater to other parts of the Site. This
may include installing several extraction wells in this particular area,
including into the bedrock to the depth of the contami nation. After
extraction, the water would go to an on-site treatnment systemthat may

i nclude neutralization, oxidation, sedinentation, filtration, and/or carbon
adsorption. The "clean" water fromthe treatnent system would then be

di scharged to the surface water. The groundwater would be treated to renove
i norgani ¢ and organi c contami nants. Modeling conducted during the RI
suggested that the punping rate would be about fifteen (15) to twenty (20)
gal l ons/ m nute using about 1 - 2 extraction wells for a period of about
thirty (30) years. The actual nunber of wells and punping rates shall be
determi ned during the renedi al design. However, in order to quickly renove
t he contani nated groundwater, additional extraction wells may need to be
install ed, especially near the nonitoring wells where the highest

contami nation was detected (MW¥03).

In addition to groundwater extraction and treatnment, institutional controls,
as those described in Alternative 2, would be inplenented to limt current
and future use of groundwater until the performance standards are
continuously achieved. G oundwater nonitoring will be conducted a mini mum
of once a year, during the tinme of the year when the highest contanination
was detected during the RI (July or August). Mnitoring wells and possibly
extraction wells, shall be sanpled and anal yzed for all contam nants of
concern and their degradation contam nants, not including their innocuous
conmpounds, as determi ned during the remedi al design. The anpunt and
frequency of sanpling and contam nants to be sanpled for, shall be nodified,
if required by EPA. The influent and effluent of the treatnent systemwl|l
be sanpl ed as deternined during the renedial design/renmedial action

The cost bel ow are approxi mate, and an average of the costs determ ned for
one and two extraction well scenarios.

Alternative 3: Capital Cost: $ 900, 000. 00
Annual O&M Cost : 348, 000. 00
Total Present Worth Cost: $ 4,800, 000. 00

7.4 Alternative 4. Goundwater Extraction, POTW discharge

Alternative 4 involves placing extraction wells throughout the contam nated
groundwater, with overl appi ng cones of influence, to actively renediate the
aqui fer as was described in Alternative 3. This alternative would involve
installing extraction wells and renovi ng contani nated water fromthe
aquifer, both horizontally and vertically. The groundwater woul d be
extracted until the



performance standards are nmet. This will also prevent further mgration of
the contami nated groundwater. In addition, the contam nated groundwater
near the nonitoring wells that had the highest concentration of

contami nants, MMO03, shall be renediated as quickly as possible, to prevent
the mgration of the contam nated groundwater further into the bedrock, as
wel | as, prevent mgration of the contam nated groundwater to other parts of
the Site. This may include installing several extraction wells in this
particular area, including into the bedrock to the depth of the

contami nation. Mbdeling conducted during the RI suggested that the punping
rate woul d be about fifteen (15) to twenty (20) gallons/m nute using about 1
- 2 extraction wells for a period of about thirty (30) years. The actua
nunber of wells and punping rates shall be determ ned during the renedia
design. However, in order to quickly renmove the contam nated groundwat er
additional extraction wells nay need to be installed, especially near the
monitoring wells where the highest contam nation was detected (M¥03). As
opposed to Alternative 3, this alternative would di scharge the contam nants,
via sewer line, to the publicly owned treatnment works (POTW. No
pretreatment is anticipated before the contamn nated groundwater is

di scharged to the sewer line. |In addition to groundwater extraction
institutional controls, as described in Alternative 2, would be inplenented
tolimt current and future use of groundwater until the performance
standards are continuously achi eved. Also, contam nant nonitoring would be
performed to nonitor the effectiveness of the alternative in achieving the
remedi ati on goals, as described in Alternative 3.

The cost bel ow are approxi mate, and an average of the costs determ ned
during the FS, for one and two extraction well scenari os.

Alternative 4: Capital Cost: $ 280, 000. 00
Annual O&M Cost : 225, 000. 00
Total Present Worth Cost: $ 2,300, 000. 00

8.0 SUMVARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES FOR
GROUNDWATER

The four (4) alternatives for groundwater renedi ati on were eval uated based
upon the nine (9) criteria set forth in 40 C.F. R [Para] 300.430(e)(9) of
the NCP. In the sections which follow, brief summaries of how the
alternatives were judged agai nst these nine (9) criteria are presented. In
addition, the sections are prefaced by brief descriptions of the criteria.

8.1 Goundwater Renedi ation Alternatives
8.1.1 Threshold Criteria

Two (2) threshold criteria nmust be achieved by a renmedial alternative before
it can be sel ected.



1. Overall protection of human health and the environnment addresses whet her

the alternative will adequately protect human health and the environnent
fromthe risks posed by the Site. |Included is an assessnent of how and
whet her the risks will be properly elimnated, reduced, or controlled

0t hrough treatnment, engineering controls, and/or institutional controls

Alternative 1, No Action, will not provide overall protection of human
health and the environment, since contam nated groundwater would be |eft
on-site. Alternative 2, Limted Action (Institutional Controls), would
achieve limted protection of human health from the contamn nants by
preventing exposure to affected groundwater through deed restrictions that
prohi bit future use of groundwater under the Site, but would not be
protective of the environnment, nor off-site residents if the groundwater
contam nati on nmoved off-site. Alternatives 3 & 4, G oundwater Extraction
wi |l provide overall protection of human health and the environnent through
extraction of contani nated groundwater and either on-site or off-site
treatment of the groundwater.

2. Conpliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents
(ARARs) addresses whether an alternative will neet all of the requirenments
of Federal and State environnental |aws and regul ations, as well as other

| aws, and/or justifies a waiver froman ARAR. The specific ARARs which will
govern the selected renedy are listed and described in Section 9.0, the

Sel ect ed Renedy.

The eval uation of the ability of the proposed alternatives to conply with
ARARs included a discussion of ARARs presented in Section 7.0. Alternative
1, No Action, and Alternative 2, Linmited Action, Institutional Controls
woul d not neet ARARs, since contani nated groundwater is left on-site.
Alternatives 3 & 4, Groundwater Extraction, are expected to neet ARARs,
since they are active treatnent technol ogies.

8.1.2 Primary Balancing Criteria

Five (5) criteria were used to weigh the strengths and weaknesses of the
alternatives, and were used to select one of the four (4) alternatives.
Assuni ng satisfaction of the threshold criteria, these five (5) criteria are
EPA' s main considerations in selecting an alternative as the renedy.

1. Long termeffectiveness and permanence refers to the ability of the
alternative to maintain reliable protection of human health and the

envi ronnent over tinme, once the renedi ati on goals have been net.

Al ternative 1, No Action, and Alternative 2, Limted Action, Institutiona
Controls, will not provide long termeffectiveness, since the renediation
goals will not be net. Alternatives 3 & 4, Groundwater Extraction, wll
achi eve permanent reduction in contanmi nants through the extraction and
treatment of the contam nated groundwater, and therefore, be effective in
the long-term

2. Reduction of toxicity, nmobility, or volume through treatnent addresses
the antici pated performance of the treatnment technol ogi es that an



alternative may enploy. The 1986 anmendnents to CERCLA, the Superfund
Amendrent s and Reaut hori zation Act (SARA), direct that, when possible, EPA
shoul d choose a treatnment process that permanently reduces the |evel of
toxicity of Site contami nants, elimnates or reduces their mgration away
fromthe Site, and/or reduces their volune on a Site.

Alternative 1, No Action, would not achieve a reduction in the toxicity,
mobility, or volune of the contam nants since the alternative is considered
Oconplete at this tine

Al ternative 2, Limted Action, Institutional Controls, is not a treatnent
technol ogy and, therefore, does not satisfy the statutory preference for
sel ecting renedial actions that enploy treatnment technol ogies that
permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volunme of
t he contani nants.

Al ternatives 3 and 4, G oundwater Extraction, use active treatnent
technol ogi es to permanently reduce the toxicity, nmobility, and volunme of the
cont anmi nat ed groundwat er.

3. Short-termeffectiveness refers to the potential for adverse effects to
human health or the environnment posed by inplenentation of the renedy.

Alternatives 1 & 2, No Action and Limted Action, Institutional Controls,
afford the greatest |evel of short-term protection because they present the
| east risk to renedial workers, the conmunity, and the environnment, since
these alternatives do not involve a remedial action. The other
Alternatives, 3 & 4, could release mnimal volatile em ssions during
extraction well installation and/or treatnent system construction. Standard
constructi on managenment techni ques woul d address any potential short-term
fugitive em ssions.

4. Inmplementability considers the technical and adnministrative feasibility
of an alternative, including the availability of materials and services
necessary for inplenentation. Alternatives 1 & 2, No Action and Linmted
Action, Institutional Controls, will be the easiest to inplement since they
do not involve the construction of a treatnment system

The construction technologies required to inplenent Alternatives 3 & 4,
Groundwat er Extraction, are well established and very reliable. The
extraction and treatnent systens woul d have additional operationa

requi renents conpared to Alternatives 1 and 2, because of the conplexities
of the continuous operation of a groundwater extraction system the
operation of a multi-conponent treatnment system and requisite discharge
limts on the resulting treated effluent. The extraction and treatnent
system woul d be nore difficult to operate and maintain than options proposed
under Alternatives 1 & 2.

The technical inplenmentability of all the evaluated alternatives is
reasonabl e. Technologies required to inplenment the alternatives are readily
avail abl e and proven at full-scale in simlar field efforts. Discharge



permts or at least the criteria, nmay need to be obtained for the
i mpl ementation of Alternative 3, since it includes an on-site treatnent
system whi ch may di scharge to the unnamed stream

5. Cost includes both the capital (investnment) costs to inplenent an
alternative, plus the |long-term O&M expendi tures applied over a projected
period of operation. Alternative 1 has no costs since it is conpleted.
Alternative 2 is lower in cost than Alternatives 3 and 4, since it involves
only the costs of nonitoring the groundwater, inplenenting deed and wel
restrictions. Alternative 4 is |less than Alternative 3.

8.1.3 Mudifying Criteria

State acceptance and community acceptance are two (2) additional criteria
that are considered in selecting a renedy, once public comment has been
recei ved on the Proposed Pl an.

1. State acceptance: The State of South Carolina concurs with this remedy.
A copy of South Carolina's letter of concurrence is attached (Appendix B) to
this ROD

2. Comunity acceptance was indicated by the verbal conments received at
the Rutl edge Property Site Proposed Plan public neeting, held on March 1,
1994. The public coment period opened on February 22, 1994, and cl osed on
April 25, 1994 (after a thirty (30) day extension). Witten conments

recei ved concerning the Site, and those conments expressed at the public
neeting, are addressed in the Responsiveness Sumrary attached as Appendi x A
to this ROD

9.0 THE SELECTED REMEDY
9.1 G oundwater Renediation
Based upon consideration of the requirenments of CERCLA, the NCP, the
detail ed analysis of the four (4) alternatives and public and state
comments, EPA has selected a renmedy that addresses groundwater contamnm nation
at this Site.
The selected renmedy for the Site is:
Alternative 4, G oundwater Extraction, POTWdi scharge

Total present worth cost of the selected renedy is approxi mately:

$ 2, 300, 000. 00
This remedy consists of groundwater extraction of contani nated groundwater
foll owed by discharge to the POTW The foll ow ng subsections describe this
remedy conponent in detail, provide the criteria (ARARs and TBC mmaterial)

whi ch shall apply, and establish the performance standards for
i mpl enment ati on.



9.1.1 Description

Thi s remedy conponent consists of the design, construction and operation of
a groundwater extraction system and devel opnent and inplenentation of a
Site nonitoring plan to nonitor the system's performance. The groundwater
alternative specified below shall be continued until the performance
standards listed in Section 9.1.3. are achieved, at a mininum in all of the
monitoring and extraction wells that are associated with the Site.

This alternative involves placing extraction wells throughout the entire
area of contam nated groundwater, with overl appi ng cones of influence, to
actively renediate the aquifer. It would involve installing extraction
wel I s and renpovi ng contam nated water fromthe aquifer, both horizontally
and vertically. The groundwater would be extracted until the perfornmance
standards are net continuously. This will also prevent further mgration of
(0t he contani nated groundwater. In addition, the contamni nated groundwate
near the nonitoring wells that had the highest concentration of

contami nants, MMO03, shall be renediated as quickly as possible, to prevent
the mgration of the contam nated groundwater further into the bedrock, as
wel | as, prevent mgration of the contam nated groundwater to other parts of
the Site. This may include installing several extraction wells in this
particular area, including into the bedrock to the depth of the

contami nation. The actual nunber of wells, their depths, and their punping
rates shall be determ ned during the renedi al design.

The cont ami nated groundwater woul d then be di scharged, via sewer line, to
the local POTW No pretreatment is anticipated before the contani nated
groundwat er woul d be discharged to the sewer |ine.

In addition to the process described above, this alternative will include
i mpl enentation of all of the institutional controls and contani nant
nmonitoring requirenments described bel ow, thereby nmonitoring the

ef fectiveness of the alternative and limting future use of groundwater
until clean-up goals are achieved.

Institutional controls that would apply to the Site, include deed
restrictions and well permt restrictions. Deed restrictions would prevent
the future use of the contam nated groundwater for purposes such as potable
wat er supply or irrigation of edible garden vegetables. These restrictions
will be witten into the property deeds to inform future property owners of
the possibility of contanm nated groundwater beneath the property. Permt
restrictions, issued by the State of South Carolina, would restrict all wel
drilling permts, issued for new wells on the Site property, that may draw
wat er fromthe contamni nated groundwater for potable water use or irrigation
of edi bl e vegetabl es.

Moni toring of contanminants of concern and their degradati on contani nants,
not including their innocuous conpounds, would be included as part of this
alternative, at a mninum EPA may require additional contam nants,
including all TCL/ TAL paraneters, to be analyzed. Mbnitoring of the



contami nants woul d i nvolve the collection and analysis at regular intervals,
of groundwater sanples fromexisting Site nmonitoring wells, and possibly
extraction wells, to allow tracking of contami nant concentrations and to
nmonitor the speed, direction, and extent of contam nant migration. The
actual nunber and |ocation of well sanples, and contanmi nants to be anal yzed
for, will be deternmined during the renedial design/remedial action phases.
Sanples will be collected and anal yzed for contami nants of concern and their
degradation contami nants, at a mnimum however, once every year (at the
time of the year in which the highest |level of contam nation was detected
during the RI, July or August), unless a different frequency is required by
EPA. In addition, the need for any additional nmonitoring wells, which my
be sanpled for additional contaminants, will be determ ned during the
remedi al design/renedi al action phases. These wells may be added if it is
deternmined | ater, that groundwater contami nation has |left the Site property,
or that contam nation is significantly above the clean-up criteria in the
outer nmonitoring wells, as deternmi ned by EPA, or that further
characterization of the Site is needed.

The vertical extent of groundwater contam nation will be confirmed and/ or
updat ed during the renedial design. This nay require that additiona
monitoring wells, screened at various depths, be installed. This will be

determ ned by EPA during the renedi al design/renedial action phases. The
goal of this remedial action is to restore groundwater to its beneficial use
as a drinking water source. Based on the information collected during the
RI, and on a careful analysis of all renedial alternatives, EPA and the
State of South Carolina believe that the sel ected groundwater renedy,
Alternative 4, will achieve this goal

If it is determ ned, on the basis of the preceding criteria and the system
performance data (after all attenpts have been made as determni ned by EPA),
that certain portions of the aquifer cannot be restored to their beneficia
use, all or sonme of the follow ng neasures involving | ong-term nmanagenent
may occur, for an indefinite period of tinme, as a nodification of the

exi sting system

u engi neering controls such as physical barriers as contai nnent
measur es;
u chemi cal -specific ARARs will be waived for the cleanup of those

portions of the aquifer based on the technical inpracticability of
achi eving further contam nant reduction;

u institutional controls will be provided/ naintained to restrict
access to those portions of the aquifer that renmin above
remedi ati on goal s;

u continued nmonitoring of specified well |ocations; and

u periodi c re-eval uation of renedial technol ogies for groundwater
restoration.



The decision to invoke any or all of these neasures may be made during a
review of the renmedial action, which will occur nminimally at five (5) year
intervals in accordance with Section 121(c) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. [Para]
9621(c).

9.1.2 Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs)

Applicabl e Requirements. G oundwater renediation shall conmply with al
applicable portions of the follow ng Federal and State of South Carolina
regul ations: SC Reg. 61-68, South Carolina Water C assifications and
Standards. These regul ations establish classifications for water use, and
set nunerical standards for protecting state waters.

SC Reg. 61-71, South Carolina WelIl Standards and Regul ations, promul gated
under the Safe Drinking Water Act, SC Code of Laws, 1976, as anended.

St andards for well construction, |location and abandonnment, are established
for renedial work at environnmental or hazardous waste sites.

Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents. The follow ng regulations are
rel evant to groundwater renediation at the Site.

(40 C.F.R Parts 141-143, National Prinmary and Secondary Drinking Wate

St andards, promul gated under the authority of the Clean Water Act. These
regul ati ons establish acceptabl e maxi mum | evel s of nunmerous substances in
public drinking water supplies, whether publicly owned or from other sources
such as groundwat er.

Maxi mum Cont am nant Levels (MCLs) are specifically identified in 40 C.F. R
[ Para] 300.430(e)(2)(i)(B) of the NCP as renedial action objectives for
groundwater that are current or potential sources of drinking water supply.
Therefore, MCLs are relevant and appropriate as criteria for groundwater
renediation at this Site.

SC Reg. 61-58, South Carolina Primary Drinking Water Regul ati ons,

promul gated pursuant to the Safe Drinking Water Act, SC Code of Laws, 1976,
as anmended. These regulations are simlar to the federal regul ations
descri bed above, and are relevant and appropriate as renediation criteria
for the same reasons set forth above.

Criteria "To Be Considered" (TBC) and Other Guidance. TBC criteria were
utilized and/or established in the Baseline Ri sk Assessnment and in the FS.
Groundwat er cl eanup standards were established based on these docunents and
both are thus considered TBC.

In the Baseline Ri sk Assessnment, TBC material used included information
concerning toxicity of, and exposure to, Site contanmi nants. Sources of such
data included the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), Health Effects
Assessnent Sumrary Tabl es (HEAST), and EPA gui dance as specified in the
Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent.

In the FS, groundwater concentrations protective of human health and the



envi ronnent were cal cul ated based on the Site-specific risk calculations
fromthe Baseline Ri sk Assessment. Certain of these |levels were established
as renedi ation goals in cases where there is no MCL for a particular
contaminant. A specific contanmi nant for which a health-based goal was
establ i shed was manganese. The groundwat er remnedi ati on goals are
established as performance standards in the Section 9.1.3.

Ot her TBC material include the foll ow ng:

Gui del i nes for G oundwater Use and Cl assification, EPA G oundwater
Protection Strategy, U.S. EPA, 1986. This docunment outlines EPA' s policy of
considering a site's groundwater classification in evaluating possible
remedi al response actions. As described under Section 7.0, the groundwater
at the Site is classified by EPA as Class |IB and by South Carolina as Cl ass
GB groundwater, indicating its potential as a source of drinking water.

O her requirenments. As described above in Section 9.1.2, renedial design
often includes the discovery and use of unforeseeabl e but necessary

requi renents. Therefore, during design of the groundwater conponent of the
sel ected renmedy, EPA may, through a formal ROD nodification process such as
an Explanation of Significant Differences or a ROD Amendnent, elect to

desi gnate further ARARs which apply, or are relevant and appropriate, to
groundwater renmediation at this Site.

9.1.3 Performance Standards

The standards outlined in this section conprise the performance standards
defining successful inplenmentation of the remedy. The groundwater
remedi ati on goals in Table 1 bel ow shall be the performance standards for
groundwat er treatnent.

9.2 Mnitor Site G oundwater

Moni toring of contanminants of concern and their degradation contani nants,

not including their innocuous conpounds, would be included as part of
Alternative 4, as was descri bed above. Mbnitoring of the contam nants woul d
i nvol ve the collection and analysis at regular intervals, of groundwater
sanples fromexisting Site nonitoring wells, to allow tracki ng of
cont anmi nant concentrations and to nonitor the speed, direction, and extent
of contam nant migration. The nunber and | ocation of well sanples will be
determi ned during renedi al design. Sanmples will be collected and anal yzed
for contami nants of concern and their degradation contam nants, not

i ncludi ng their innocuous conpounds, at a m ninum however, of once per year
(during the time of the year in which the highest |level of contam nation was
detected during the R, July or August), unless a different frequency is
approved by EPA. This annual sanpling will begin after one of the follow ng
occurs; the signing of a consent decree, a unilateral admnistrative order
is issued, or a Statenent of Wbrk is issued to an EPA Contractor. In
addition, the need for any additional monitoring wells, which my be sanpled
for additional contaminants, will be determ ned during the renedia

desi gn/renedi al action phases. These wells nmay be added if it is determ ned



| ater that groundwater contam nation has left the Site property, or that
contami nation is

<Fi gur e>

significantly above the clean-up criteria in the outer nmonitoring wells, as
deternmined by EPA, or if further characterization of the Site is needed. In
addition, on a time frame to be determ ned by EPA and as part of the
verification sanpling, when it is believed by EPA that the renedial action
is conplete, the nonitoring wells and extraction wells shall be sanpled for
all TAL/ TCL paraneters over a period of time to be determ ned by EPA. The
vertical extent of groundwater contam nation will be confirnmed and/or
updat ed during the renedial design.

O her Requirenents

Due to the fact that very low |levels of Site-related contam nation were
detected in the private wells (Figure 3), further evaluation of the
construction characteristics of the private wells will be required in the
remedi al design. The primary private wells of concern are PWO03 and PW04.
Two off-site private wells, PWO01 and PW02, may al so be studied. |[If the
screened depths of these private wells exceed the screened depths of the
on-site nmonitoring wells, additional nmonitoring wells may be required.

These additional nmonitoring wells will be used to fully denobnstrate that
there is no Site related aquifer contami nation, at |evels of concern, at the
deeper screened depths.

Due to a concern over the high variance of manganese |levels in the surface
soi | background sanples, additional sanple(s) will be collected during the
remedi al design to confirmthat this variance is consistent with the

envi ronnental setting.

Because organic contaninants were detected at elevated levels in the
background surface water and sedi ment sanples, additional surface water and
sedi nent sanples, fromupstream wll be collected during the renedia
design to determine if this background sanple is representative of true
background conditions.

10.0 STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renmedy for this Site neets the statutory requirenments set forth
at Section 121(b) (1) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C [Para] 9621(b)(1). This section
states that the renedy nust protect human health and the environnent; neet
ARARs (unl ess waived); be cost-effective; use permanent solutions and
alternative treatment technol ogies or resource recovery technologies to the
maxi mum extent practicable; and finally, wherever feasible, enploy treatnent
to reduce the toxicity, mobility or volunme of the contaminants. The
foll owi ng sections discuss how the renedy fulfills these requirenents.



Protection of human health and the environnent: The groundwater renediation
alternative will extract the contamn nated groundwater and di scharge it to
the local POTW thereby reducing and eventually removing the future risks to
human heal th which could result fromingestion and inhal ati on of the
groundwater. This remedy would al so reduce the potential risk to the

envi ronnent .

Conpliance with ARARs: The selected renmedy will neet ARARs, which are
listed in Sections 9.1.2 of this ROD

Cost effectiveness: Anpbng the groundwater alternatives that are protective
of human health and the environment and conmply with all ARARs, the sel ected
alternative is the nost cost-effective choice because it uses a treatnent
technol ogy to renediate the contami nation in basically the shortest tine
frame, at a cost less than the other treatment alternative.

Utilization of permanent solutions, and alternative treatnent technol ogies
or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi num extent practicable: The
sel ected renmedy represents the use of treatnent for a permanent sol ution.
Anmong the alternatives that are protective of human health and the
environnent and conply with all ARARs, EPA and the State of South Carolina
have deternined that the sel ected renedy achi eves the best bal ance of
trade-offs in ternms of long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence, reduction of
toxicity/mobility/volume, short-termeffectiveness, inplenentability, and
cost. The selected groundwater action is nmore readily inplenmentable than
the other treatnment alternative considered and the sel ected groundwat er
remedi ation alternative will fulfill the preference for treatnent as a
princi pal el enent.

UAPPENDI X
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

RUTLEDGE PROPERTY SUPERFUND SI TE

RUTLEDGE PROPERTY SUPERFUND SI TE
1. Overview

The U. S. Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA) held a public coment period
from February 22, 1994 to March 24, 1994, for interested parties to comment
on the renedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) results and the
Proposed Plan for the Rutl edge Property Superfund Site |ocated in Rock Hill,
Sout h Carolina. Upon receipt of a request, the comment period was extended



an additional thirty (30) days. The coment period closed on April 25,
1994.

EPA held a public nmeeting at 7:00 p.m on March 1, 1994, at the Rock Hi |
City Hall in South Carolina, to present the results of the RI/FS and the
Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent, to present EPA' s Proposed Plan, and to receive
comments fromthe public.

EPA proposed a renedy consisting of extraction of contam nated groundwat er
wi th discharge to the POTW

The Responsiveness Summary provides a sumary of citizens' coments and
concerns identified and received during the public conment period, and EPA's
response to those coments and concerns. These sections and attachnents
foll ow.

u Background of Conmunity Invol venent

u Summary of Comments Received During the Public
Comment Period and EPA' s Responses;

u Attachnent A: Proposed Plan for Rutledge Property
Superfund Site;

U Attachnment B: Public Notices of Public Comment Period
& Extension of Public Coment Peri od;

u Attachnent C. Witten Public Comments Received During
t he Public Comment Peri od;

u Attachnent D O ficial Transcript of the Proposed Pl an
Publ i c Meeti ng.

2. Background of Community Invol venent

EPA's community relations programfor the Site began in January 1992, when
EPA conducted comunity interviews in order to develop a community rel ations
Oplan for the Site. At that tinme, residents living adjacent to the Sit

voi ced sonme concerns about Cranford Park's water systemthat needed to be
upgraded. Since that time this issue has been resolved by the nunicipa

wat er conpany. Allegations fromthe single resident in the Dearwood Trail er
Park that contanminated well water was being furnished to his trailer, were
made. One resident was concerned about his child playing on the Site
property, and some concerns were raised about the use of governnent noney.

Throughout EPA's involvenment, the comunity has been kept aware and i nforned
of Site activities and findings. Discussions have taken place during visits
to the area by EPA' s renedi al project manager (RPM. Local officials were
bri efed during the conmunity interviews, and updated as needed. EPA has
responded to inquiries fromthe conmmunity and other interested parties.



3. Summary of Comments Received During the Public Conment Period and Agency
Responses

The Public Comment Period was opened on February 22, 1994, and ended on
March 24, 1993. Upon request, a thirty (30) day extension was granted,
whi ch extended the comrent period to April 25, 1994. Public notice
announcenents were published in | ocal newspapers and copies of the
announcements are included as Attachnment B

On March 1, 1994, EPA held a public neeting to present the Proposed Plan to
the community and to receive coments. All comrents received at this public
nmeeting and during the public coment period are sumrari zed bel ow.

Summary and Response to Local Conmunity Concerns

The foll owi ng i ssues and concerns were expressed at the Proposed Plan Public
Meeting, and during the public comment peri od.

COMMENT: A written coment stated that during the Renedial Design phase, an
I nternmedi ate Design (60% subnittal would not be necessary, and woul d not be
an efficient use of funds.

RESPONSE: EPA, in general, agrees with this concept, however, this will not
be determined in the Record of Decision (ROD). The purpose of the RODis to
docunent the chosen renmedial action alternative. A deternmination will be
made during the RD phase regarding the necessity for an internedi ate design
subm ttal

COMVENT: Another witten comment stated that the letter fromthe POTW
stating they would accept untreated groundwater, was not in the
Admi ni strative Record.

RESPONSE: EPA checked both Adm ni strative Records, one at EPA, and one at
the information repository in Rock Hill, and both contained this letter

COMMENT: A written coment stated that EPA' s cl eanup goal for

1, 2-di chl oroethene (1,2-DCE) is 70 ug/l. The commentator stated that

"1, 2-DCE should be split into tw standards to reflect the MCLs of the cis-
and trans- isoners of 1,2-DCE. The trans- isonmer has a higher MCL of 100
ug/l. The |lower standard for the cis-isomer would apply whenever anal ytica
results are reported as total 1, 2-dichloroethene.”

RESPONSE: During the R, as is usually done, only total 1,2-dichloroethene
was anal yzed for, and not the individual isoners. |n doing so, it was
tacitly assuned that all 1,2-DCE was in the cis-isomer form for risk
assessment purposes. By doing so, and by using the MCL for cis-1, 2-DCE of
70 ug/l, EPA has taken an environmentally conservative approach. Therefore,
EPA has chosen the slightly lower MCL of 70 ug/l as the cleanup standard for
total 1,2-DCE versus 100 ug/l.

COMMENT:  Another witten conment said "The RI reconmended additional study



of the ecol ogical communities that could be inpacted by this site, even
though the RI Report states that the site does not pose a threat to any
state or federally listed species of concern. The RI's surface soil results
show that further nmigration of site contanminants to receiving waters is not
anticipated. The EPA's ecol ogical screening did not identify any sensitive
ecol ogical communities inmediately downstream of the site. An ecol ogica
study is therefore likely to be unproductive, and the noney for it would be
better spent on cl eanup.”

RESPONSE: This comment makes the erroneous assunption that noney spent on a
study of ecological concerns will be nobney that is unwisely spent. This is
not the case. Any further study of ecol ogical comrunities or inpacts
attributable to the Site, will be conducted, if required by EPA, in order to
deternmine if unacceptable | evels of risk to biological receptors have been
fully identified. These potentially unacceptable levels of risk would not
necessarily be linmted to threats to endangered or threatened species, or to
sensitive ecological comunities. The extent of potential threats to al

bi ol ogi cal receptors, endangered or not, in all habitats, whether or not
they are "sensitive ecological communities," nay be required to be fully

del i neat ed.

COMMENT: A written coment and one brought up at the public neeting
concerned the fact that contam nants simlar to site-related contam nants
were detected in private wells PW03 and PW04. The witten conmentator
felt the nmonitoring well network was extensive and sufficient to deternine
that the contam nants were not site related. The comrentator at the public
nmeeting was not sure that this was true, and that possible further
characterizati on was needed, since the deepest nonitoring wells at the site
may not have been as deep as the private wells.

RESPONSE: EPA stated in the public neeting that during the renedi al design,
the depth of PW04 would be determ ned. Also during the renedial design

the I evel of the water table in the well will be measured. This will be
conpared with the water levels of the nmonitoring wells on-site, to deternine
if the groundwater would flow fromthe Site to the private well or fromthe
direction of the private well toward the Site. |If after this, it is
deternmined by EPA that a potential mgration pathway fromthe Site to PWO04
may exist, additional nmonitoring well(s) may be install ed.

COMMENT: A written coment stated that the depth of the extraction wells
was not stated in the proposed plan, and that the wells should not be placed
in the bedrock (at least no nore than a few feet), because it would be
difficult and technically inpracticable to extract groundwater from bedrock
fractures for renediation purposes.

ORESPONSE: The exact depth and nunber of extraction wells will be determ ne
during the renmedial design. At this time EPA does not believe it is
technically inpracticable to extract groundwater from bedrock fractures for
remedi ati on purposes, especially in the vicinity of bedrock wells with known
cont am nati on.



COMMVENT: At the public neeting a concern was expressed about sending
untreated groundwater to the POTW It was felt that the underground pipes
to and fromthe treatnment plant may | eak causing contam nants to get back
into the groundwater which in turn would get to private wells. The

comment ator was al so concerned that treated water fromthe treatnent plant
woul d not really be clean and, as the plant discharged treated effluent to
the stream contamnants fromthe site nmight get into the surface water

whi ch woul d fl ow downstreamto the point where the intake pipe for the City
of Rock Hill drinking water is, and they would then be exposed to

contam nation. One comentator felt that onsite treatnent should be done to
bring the water to "an acceptable |evel for an acceptabl e dunpi ng, wherever
that site my be."

RESPONSE: EPA believes that sending the extracted groundwater to the POTW
is an acceptable alternative. The personnel at the POTWwas contacted
several tines, both before and after the public nmeeting, and is aware of the
concentrations of contaminants detected in the groundwater and has signed a
| etter saying they

will accept the untreated groundwater, and have reconfirmed this verbally
since the public neeting. |In addition, three (3) of the four (4)

contam nants of concern are volatile organics which will be effectively
removed due to the aeration process at the treatnent plant, and therefore,
will not likely be in water discharged fromthe treatnment plant. Al so, when
the extraction systemis in place, it will pull in water from al

directions, so that the average concentration of the water that would be
sent to the POTWshould be significantly | ower than the highest
concentration detected in the one well. Also, as was stated by EPA at the
public neeting, and as was confirmed in a phone conversation with city
personnel after the public nmeeting, the groundwater infiltrates into the
pi pes versus water going fromthe pipes into the groundwater. 1In addition
the volume of water that will be sent to the POTWfromthe Site,

approxi mately 28,000 gallons/day is very snmall in conparison to the overal
flow fromother sources that goes to the treatnent plant (approximtely 5
mllion gallons/day). Lastly, the water fromthe sewage plant (where the
extracted groundwater is to be sent) discharges into the Catawba River, far
downst ream of the drinking water intake.

COMMENT:  Anot her concern expressed at the public neeting and from an
attendee in a letter to EPA, was that not all the soil contanination had
been renoved and therefore, contaminants woul d keep | eaching into the
groundwat er .

RESPONSE: As was stated at the public neeting, there have been two (2)
renmovals at the Site, in which soil sanples were collected and anal yzed
before the renoval and prior to the excavations being backfilled with cl ean

soil. These results were used initially to determne the area of where the
renoval s needed to take place and was used to show that the renoval s
adequately renmoved the contanminated soil. In addition sixty-five (65) soi
Osanpl es were collected during the RI. The Baseline Ri sk Assessnen

deternmined that there was not an unacceptable current or future risk from



the soil.

COMMENT:  Anot her comrent was that the Site should be posted with signs and
fenced of f.

RESPONSE: The Baseline Ri sk Assessnent determi ned that there was no
unacceptabl e current or future risk fromthe soil, therefore EPA does not
believe a fence is required at this Site. During a remedial action, it is
common to have a signh indicating the activities currently underway at the
Site. This type of sign will probably be placed at the Site during the
renmedi al action.

Attachnment A

Proposed Plan for Rutl edge Property Superfund Site

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
SUPERFUND PROPOSED PLAN FACT SHEET

RUTLEDGE PROPERTY ( ROCK HI LL
CHEM CAL COWPANY) SUPERFUND SI TE

Rock Hill, York County, South Carolina February 1994

This fact sheet is one in a series designed to informresidents and | oca
officials of the ongoing cleanup efforts at the Site. A nunmber of terns
specific to the Superfund process (printed in bold print) are defined in a
gl ossary at the end of this publication

| NTRODUCTI ON

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is proposing a
cleanup plan, referred to as the "preferred alternative", to address
groundwat er contami nation at the Rutl edge Property Superfund Site (the Site)
located in Rock Hill, South Carolina. This docunment is being issued by EPA,
the |l ead Agency for Site activities, and the South Carolina Departnent of
Environnental Health and Control (SCDHEC), the support Agency. SCDHEC has
reviewed this preferred alternative and concurs with EPA's recomendati on.

This Proposed Plan sumrari zes the cl eanup nmethods and technol ogi es eval uat ed
inthe Site's Feasibility Study (FS). |In accordance with Section 117(a) of

t he Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of
1980 (CERCLA), known as "Superfund", as anmended by the Superfund Amendnents

and Reaut horization Act of 1986 (SARA), EPA is publishing the Proposed Pl an

for the follow ng reasons:

1) To provide an opportunity for the public's review and conment on



all of the

OPROPOSED PLAN PUBLI C MEETI N

for the

RUTLEDGE PROPERTY SUPERFUND SI TE

Tuesday, March 1, 1994 - 7:00 P. M

SULLI VAN M DDLE SCHOOL - CAFETERI A

1825 Edin Terrace, Rock Hill, South Carolina

You are encourage to attend the public neeting to | earn nore about the
cleanup alternatives devel oped for the Rutl edge Property Superfund Site, as
well as the alternative proposed by EPA. The public nmeeting will also
provi de an opportunity for interested individuals to submit coments to EPA
on the Feasibility Study and the Proposed Plan. Representatives from EPA
and the SCDHEC wi Il be available to answer questions. Please plan to
attend.

cl eanup options, known as renedial alternatives, under
consi deration for the Site.

2) To initiate a thirty (30) day public conent period from Friday,
February 18, 1994, to Monday, March 21, 1994 to receive coments
on this Proposed Plan and the RI/FS reports.

EPA, in consultation with SCDHEC, will select a remedy for the Site only
after the public comment period has ended and all infornmation subnmtted to
EPA during that tinme has been revi ewed and consi dered.

As outlined in Section 117(a) of CERCLA, EPA encourages public participation
by publishing Proposed Plans for Superfund Sites, and by providing an
opportunity for the public to conment on the proposed renedial actions. As
a result of such comments, EPA may nodify, or change, its preferred
alternative before issuing a Record of Decision (ROD) for the Site. This
process is explained in nmore detail in the Public Participation Section of
thi s docunent which begins on page 16.

Scope and Role of this Action

Based on the previous soil rempvals, and the data present to date, EPA's
plan for renediation will address the principal threat remining at the
Site, contam nated groundwater.

EPA' s preferred alternative for cleanup of the Site's groundwater is
Alternative 4-B, G oundwater Punping by two (2) Extraction Wlls and

Di scharge to the City of Rock Hill Publically Owmed Treatnent Works (POTW
This alternative achieves the best bal ance of conpliance with the criteria
EPA uses to evaluate renedial alternatives. The preferred alternative, as
wel | as the others considered, are summarized in this fact sheet and
presented in its entirety in the FS.

This fact sheet also sumrari zes infornmation that is explained in greater



detail in the Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Report, dated
Decenber 1993, and the Baseline Ri sk Assessnment (BRA), dated July 1993.
These docunents, and all other records utilized by EPA to nake the preferred
alternative proposal, are contained in the Adm nistrative Record for this
Site. EPA and SCDHEC encourage the public to review this information,
especially during the public comment period, and has established an

O nformati on Repository near the site. Review of this material will furthe
explain Site characteristics, the Superfund process, and EPA s | ogic behind
this Proposed Plan. The Adm nistrative Record is available for public
review, during normal working hours, at the follow ng |ocations:

York County Library

138 East Bl ack Street

Rock Hill, South Carolina 29731
(803) 324- 3055

Records Center

U.S. Environnmental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street, NE

Atl anta, GA 30365

(404) 347- 0506

Thi s Proposed Pl an:

1) Includes a brief history of the Site, the principal findings of the
Renmedi al Investigation (RI), and a summary of the Baseline Risk
Assessnment ;

2) Presents the cleanup alternatives considered by EPA, and presented in
the Feasibility Study (FS);

3) Qutlines the criteria used by EPA to recommend a preferred alternative
for use at the Site;

4) Provi des a summary of the analysis of alternatives;

5) Presents EPA's rationale for its prelimnary selection of a preferred
alternative;

6) Expl ai ns the opportunities for the public to coment on the renedia
alternatives, and, hence, the cleanup nethod for the Rutledge Property
Superfund Site.

SI TE BACKGROUND

The Rutl edge Property Site (the Site) is |ocated between Cherry Road (U.S.

H ghway 21) and Farlow Street, just east of Cranford Street in Rock Hill,
York County, South Carolina. The 4.5 acre Rutledge Property is the |ocation
where Rock Hill Chem cal Conpany (RHCC) operated a solvent reclanmation
facility from 1960 to 1964 (Fig. 1).



Wast e nanagenent practices during the conpany's existence were poor. Paint
sl udges, textile dye products, used solvents, and other solid wastes
generated during the reclamation process were stored in piles placed
directly on the ground. |In sone cases, waste products were buried at the
Site. On several occasions, tanks that were used to hold liquid wastes
before reclamati on had | eaked onto the ground, creating a potential source
of contam nati on.

The Rock Hill Chemi cal Conpany ceased operations in the sumrer of 1964. The
following COctober, a fire at the facility caused druns of oil and chem cals
(0t o expl ode, releasing their contents into the environnent. In 1985, so

was renoved fromthe western portion of the Site, now occupied by First

Uni on National Bank of South Carolina (FUNBSC). An additional soil renova

t ook place between 1987 and 1989, which included the removal of five (5)

st orage tanks.

The Rutl edge Property Site was proposed for the National Priorities List
(NPL) in June of 1988 and was listed final on the NPL in February 1990. In
March 1992, EPA initiated the RI/FS to address all potential source areas
and associ ated contani nation at the site.

<Fi gur e>

RESULTS OF THE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON

The RI investigated the nature and extent of contam nation on and near the
Site, and defined the potential risks to human health and the environnment
posed by the Site. A total of forty one (41) groundwater, sixty five (65)
soil, seven (7) surface water, and seven (7) sedi ment sanples were coll ected
during the RI. Mre detailed information on the sanpling |ocations,
procedures, and results can be found in the RI/FS report, as well as the
Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent.

Soi | Cont am nati on

Soi | analyses indicate that volatile organic, sem -volatile organic,
pestici de/ PCB and i norganic chemicals are present above background | evels.
However, as concl uded by the Baseline Ri sk Assessment and the R, the levels
of these contam nants are | ow enough not to pose a threat to human health or
the environnment. Due to a concern over the high variance of manganese
levels in the surface soil background sanples, additional sanple(s) will be
taken during the Renedial Design to confirmthat this variance is consistent
with the environnmental setting.

Surface Water & Sedi nent Contani nation

Surface water anal yses indicate that volatile organic and inorganic
chemicals are present in the on-site drai nage and the Unnamed Stream



Sedi nent anal yses indicate that volatile organic, sem -volatile organic,
pestici de/ PCB, and inorganic chem cals are also present in the on-site

drai nage and the Unnamed Stream As with soil, the levels of these

contami nants are | ow enough not to pose a threat to human health or the
envi ronnent. Because the volatile organic, tetrachl oroethene, was detected
at elevated levels in the background surface water and sedi nent sanpl es,
additional surface water and sedi ment sanmple(s) will be collected to ensure
that the background | ocation used has not be inpacted by Site
characteristics.

Groundwat er Cont am nati on

Groundwat er anal yses indicate that volatile organic, pesticides, PCBs, and

i norgani c chenicals are present above background levels. |In contrast to the
Osurface water, sedinment, and soils anal yses, the Baseline Ri sk Assessnen
concluded that three (3) volatile organics (trichloroethene, vinyl chloride,
1,2 dichl oroethene) and one (1) inorganic (manganese) pose a risk to human
health and the environment. All three (3) of the volatile organics exceeded
t he Maxi mum Cont am nant Levels (MCLs) pronul gated under the Safe Drinking
Water Act. The approxi mate areal extent of groundwater contam nation is
illustrated in Figure 2. The levels of volatile contam nation indicate the
i keli hood of Dense Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids (DNAPLs) within the
groundwat er nedi a.

Due to the fact that Site-related contam nati on was detected at very | ow

l evel s at PW04 (Fig. 2), further evaluation of the construction
characteristics of this well will be required in the Renedial Design. If

the screening depth of this well exceeds the screening depths of the on-Site
wells, additional wells nmay be required to fully denonstrate that there is
no aqui fer contam nation at that screening depth that may be of concern.

<Fi gur e>

SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS

The Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent (BRA) describes the risks to human health and
t he environment which would result were the contani nati on not renedi at ed.

The BRA proceeds in a series of steps: Initially, Contam nants of Potentia
Concerns (COPCs) are identified. This list of COPCs includes all chemnicals
present that may pose a potential risk to human health or the environnent.
The Exposure Assessnent considers the present popul ati on potentially exposed
to Site-related hazards, including on-site workers, and visitors. In
addition, potential future use scenarios, such as a future residentia
scenari o, are devel oped to determnine "pathways" through which persons could
potentially be exposed to the contam nants.

The pat hways of exposure can be eval uated by maki ng assunptions such as the



| ength and nunber of tinmes persons nmay be exposed and how rmuch of the
chemical is ingested. Thus, a calculation can be made using known health
ef fects and reasonabl e exposure assunptions for each contam nant.

Bot h carci nogens, substances known or suspected to cause cancer, and

non- car ci nogens, substances which do not cause cancer, but are hazardous and
cause damage to human health through other effects, are considered in the

Ri sk Assessment.

For carcinogens, the result is expressed as the excess cancer risk posed by
Site contam nants. EPA has established a range of 1x10[-4] to 1x10[-6] as
acceptable Iimts for lifetine excess carcinogenic risks. Excess risk in
this range nmeans persons exposed to Site contam nants under the exposure
scenarios evaluated stand a 1 in 10,000 to 1 in 1,000,000 chance of

devel opi ng cancer as a result of that exposure. For each pathway, the
cancer risk from each individual contam nant is added together because, in a
"wor st -case" scenari o, a person could be exposed through several, or all, of
t he possi bl e pathways. Non-carcinogenic risk is expressed as a Hazard | ndex
O(H'). The H is the ratio of the anmpbunt of chenical taken in, divided b
the reference dose, which is an intake anpbunt bel ow whi ch no adverse effects
are known to occur. As for cancer risk, for each pathway, the H for the

i ndi vi dual contami nants are added together

Carci nogenic risk and non-carcinogenic risk were calculated for the
potential on-site future residential use scenario. The future residentia
use scenari o has a carcinogenic risk of 2x10[-2]. This level of risk
results from exposure to contam nated groundwater via ingestion as drinking
water. This value is not within the acceptable risk limt. For the

non- carci nogenic risk, the future use H is 950 which is also well above the
EPA benchmark of 1.0. Likewise, the H is the result of ingestion of
cont ami nated groundwater. The npbst serious pathway and use at the Site is:

FUTURE RESI DENTI AL USE: Adult or child -- Ingestion of groundwater
(carci nogeni ¢ and non-car ci nogeni c)

More detailed infornmation on the Site risks is presented in the Baseline
Ri sk Assessment.

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not
addressed by the preferred alternative, or one of the active neasures

consi dered, may present a current or potential threat to public health,

wel fare, or the environnent.

REMEDI AL OBJECTI VES AND ALTERNATI VES
Renmedi al Action Objectives

Based on the RI and the BRA, EPA has established the follow ng renedia
action objectives for the Rutledge Property Superfund Site:

u Prevent ingestion of groundwater containing any carci hogen



concentrations above federal or state limts, or if there is no
established limt, above |levels which would allow a renaining
excess cancer risk greater than the 10[-4] to 10[-6] range.

u Prevent ingestion of groundwater containing any non-carci hogen
concentrations above federal or state limts, or if there is no
established limt, above |levels which would all ow an unacceptabl e
remai ni ng non-carcinogenic threat (H greater than 1).

u Restore the groundwater systemto potential productive use, by
remedi ating to the standards descri bed above, and by preventing
the mgration of the groundwater contam nation beyond the existing
limts of the contani nant plune.

Est abl i shnment of Renedi ation Levels

EPA has established specific remediation levels (goals), or clean-up
standards, for the groundwater contam nants present within the plunme at the
Rut | edge Property Site. Such standards are established under severa

federal environmental |aws including the Safe Drinking Water Act (for water
systenms and potable water sources such as groundwater). The State of South
Carolina has simlar statutes. Most of the contanminants present at the Site
Care regul ated under these federal and state standards. |n cases where ther
is no state or federal standard, groundwater renedi ation |evels were

devel oped in the Feasibility Study (FS) based on human health (BRA
calculations). There are no soil renediation |levels. Table 1 summarizes
remedi ati on |levels for the groundwater at the Site.

<Fi gur e>
Devel opnent of Renedial Alternatives

In the FS, renedial alternatives were constructed and eval uated for
groundwat er contamination. To fornulate the alternatives for cleanup, al

of the possible technol ogies, processes, and nethods which could be utilized
in a cleanup effort were evaluated, and those which could not be used at the
Site were screened out. The screening criteria enployed are primarily
site-specific factors that make sonme of the technol ogi es or processes
ineffective, difficult to inplement, or infeasible. Such factors include
soi |l type, geol ogy/ hydrogeol ogy, site location, and the volune of the
contani nated nmedi a. Technol ogi es and processes considered to be potentially
useful were then grouped together into renedial alternatives to address
groundwat er contamination. The resulting alternatives were then eval uated
and conpared to one another in detail

SUMVARY OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

Six (6) alternatives to address groundwater contani nation were devel oped and



conpared in the FS. The first two (2) alternatives are "No Action" and
"Limted Action". The next two (2) alternatives provide groundwater
extraction with treatnment on-site, the difference being the nunber of
extraction wells used to extract the groundwater. The final two (2)
alternatives provide groundwater extraction with one (1) or two (2) wells
and direct discharge to the Publically Owmed Treatnment Works (POTW.

All of the alternatives considered were subject to the foll owi ng assunptions
and requirenents:

Area of groundwater contam nation is 239,000 ft[2]

Depth of contamination is 54 ft

Vol ume of contam nated water is approximately 7,338,000 gal
Present Worth (PW cost assunes an annual 7% di scount
(interest) rate

[ e e el

For each alternative, renmedial action objectives will be considered
satisfied when the renedi ati on goal standards are not exceeded in any of the
monitoring wells. At the start of the design phase, EPA or the Potentially
Responsible Party (PRP) will initiate periodic groundwater nonitoring at the
Site.

The cost given for each alternative is the Total Present Worth (PW of
capital costs plus Operation and Mai ntenance (O&M) costs. Mre detailed
descriptions of the strengths and weaknesses of each alternative in ternms of
EPA' s nine (9) standard criteria, can be found in the FS.

Alternative 1 - No Action

CERCLA requires that EPA evaluate a "No Action" alternative to serve as a
basi s agai nst which other alternatives can be conpared. Under this
alternative, no actions are taken, nor are funds expended, for control or
remedi ati on of the contam nated groundwater. Because contam nants woul d be
left on-Site under this alternative, a review is required every five (5)
years in accordance with the requirenments of CERCLA. This alternative would
al so require nonitoring and the costs associated with |aboratory anal ysis
and report writing.

Under this alternative, Site conditions would renmain unchanged. Therefore,
cont am nat ed groundwater woul d continue to present an unacceptable health
risk nowin the future.

Total Present Worth (PW Cost: $170, 000

Estimated Capital Cost: none
Esti mat ed Annual O&M Cost: none
| mpl ement ati on Ti meframe (nonths): 0

Alternative 2 - Limted Action

Under this alternative, limted action (institutional controls) would be
i mpl emented to restrict the withdrawal and use of groundwater fromthe



contaminated plune. The institutional controls would consist of deed
restrictions to control future use of |and and groundwater, and |long-term
nmonitoring as presented in Alternative 1

Deed restrictions would also be utilized to prevent future use of the

aqui fer for such purposes as potable and industrial water supplies,
irrigation, and washing. Permit restrictions issued by the State of South
Carolina would restrict all well drilling permits issued for public wells on
properties that may draw water fromthe contam nated groundwater plune.
These restrictions could be witten into the property deeds to informfuture
property owners of the possibility of contam nated groundwater beneath their

property.

A second conponent of this alternative would be nonitoring of Site
groundwat er conditions. G oundwater sanples fromthe wells would be

col l ected and anal yzed periodically to eval uate contani nant concentrations
and to nonitor the extent and direction of contam nant direction.

Total Present Worth (PW Cost: $170, 000

Estimated Capital Cost: none
Esti mated Annual O&M Cost : $ 35, 750
| mpl ement ati on Ti nmeframe (nonths): 0

Al ternative 3A - G oundwater Punping by 1
Extraction Well and On-Site Treatnent
Wth Discharge to Surface Water

Under this alternative, one (1) extraction well would be used to contain the
cont ami nat ed groundwater plune. The extraction well would be |ocated on the
nort heast corner of the property, near the downgradi ent edge of the plune.
OThe contani nated groundwater would flow into the well and would then ge
punped to the surface. The water would then go through an on-Site treatnent
system conposed of neutralization, oxidation, sedinentation, filtration, and
carbon adsorption. As the contaninated water passes through this treatnent
“train", the volatile organics 1,2 dichloroethene, trichlorethene, and vinyl
chloride, as well as the inorganic manganese, will be reduced to their
respective renedi ation levels. The "clean" water would then be discharged
to the surface water in accordance with National Pollutant Discharge

El i m nati on System (NPDES) requirenents. Deed restrictions and |long-term
groundwat er nmonitoring as described in Alternative 2 would al so be enforced.

Total Present Wrth (PW Cost: $4, 115, 000
Esti mated Capital Cost: $ 872,000
Esti mated Annual O&M Cost : $ 348, 000

| mpl ement ati on Ti meframe (nonths): 24

Al ternative 3B - G oundwater Punping by 2 Extraction Wlls and
On-Site Treatment Wth Discharge to Surface Water

This alternative is identical to Alternative 3A except for the fact that two
(2) extraction wells would be used to contain the contani nated groundwater



plume instead of one (1). As in Alternative 3A, one (1) well would be

| ocated on the downgradi ent edge of the plume. An additional extraction
well would be centrally located in the source area (Figure 2, MMO03). The
advant age of adding an additional well in this |ocation would be that the
contanmi nants are renmoved fromthe aquifer nore quickly than if only one
extraction well is used to renove the contam nated groundwater. The
treatment train, surface water discharge, deed restrictions, and long-term
groundwat er nmonitoring would be enforced as indicated in Alternative 3A

Total Present Worth (PW Cost: $4, 159, 000

Esti mated Capital Cost: $ 915, 000
Esti mated Annual O&M Cost : $ 348, 000
| mpl ement ati on Ti meframe (nonths): 24

Al ternative 4A - G oundwater Punping by 1
Extraction Well and Direct Discharge to POTW

Under this alternative, the groundwater contam nant plune would be contained
by one (1) extraction well |ocated on the downgradi ent edge of the plune.

As opposed to Alternatives 3A and 3B, the contam nated groundwater woul d
then be discharged, via sewer line, to the Iocal POTW No pretreatnent

woul d be required prior to discharging the contani nated groundwater to the
sewer |line. Again, deed restrictions, and | ong-term groundwater nonitoring
woul d be enforced as in Alternatives 3A and 3B.

Total Present Worth (PW Cost: $1, 969, 000

Esti mated Capital Cost: $ 249, 000
Esti mated Annual O&M Cost : $ 225,000
| mpl ement ati on Ti nmeframe (nonths): 12

Alternative 4B - G oundwater Punping by 2
Extraction Wells and Direct Di scharge to POTW

Li kewi se, this alternative is identical to Alternative 4A, except for the

Of act that two (2) extraction wells would be used to contain the contam nate
groundwat er plume instead of one (1). Simlarly, one (1) well would be

| ocated on the edge of the plune, while the other located in the source area
(Figure 2, MM03). Discharge to sewer line (wthout pretreatnent), deed
restrictions, and long-term groundwater nonitoring would be enforced as in
Al ternatives 3A, 3B, and 4A

Total Present Worth (PW Cost: $2,031, 000

Esti mated Capital Cost: $ 312,000
Esti mated Annual O&M Cost : $ 225,000
| mpl ement ati on Ti meframe (nonths): 12

Pl ease refer to Table 2 below for a brief summary of the renedial
alternatives, and their respective costs.

<Fi gur e>



Eval uati on of Renedi al Alternatives

In selecting its preferred alternative, EPA used the following criteria to
eval uate the alternatives developed in the FS. Seven (7) of the criteria
were used to evaluate all of the alternatives, based on environnenta
protection, cost, and engineering feasibility issues. The preferred
alternative, along with the other proposed alternatives, will be further
eval uated against the final two (2) nodifying criteria, state and comrunity
acceptance, after the public comment period has ended and all comrents from
the community and state have been received.

THRESHOLD CRI TERIA: The first two (2) statutory requirenents nust be met by
the alternative.

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnment addresses the
degree to which an alternative neets the requirenment that it be protective
of human health and the environnment. This includes an assessnent of how
public health and environnmental risks are elimnated, reduced, or
controll ed.

THRESHOLD CRI TERIA: The first two (2) statutory requirenents nust be met by
the alternative.

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnment addresses the
degree to which an alternative neets the requirenment that it be protective
of human health and the environnment. This includes an assessnent of how
public health and environnmental risks are elimnated, reduced, or
controll ed.

2. Conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents
(ARARs) addresses whether or not an alternative conplies with all state and
federal environnmental and public health laws and requirenents that apply, or
are relevant and appropriate, to the conditions and renedi ati on options at a
specific site.

OPRI MARY BALANCI NG CRI TERI A: These five (5) considerations are used t
devel op the decision as to which alternative should be sel ected.

3. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence refers to the ability of an
alternative to maintain reliable protection of human health and the
environnent, over tine, once the renediation |evels are achieved.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Volunme (T/MV) addresses the
statutory preference for selecting renedial actions that enploy treatnent
technol ogi es that permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity,
mobility, and volunme of the hazardous substance.

5. Short-Term Ef fecti veness addresses the inpacts of the alternative on
human heal th and the environment during the construction and inplenmentation
phase, until renedial action objectives have been net.



6. Inplenentability refers to the technical and adnministrative feasibility
of inplenmenting an alternative, including the availability of various
services and materials required for its inplenentation.

7. Cost consists of the capital (initial) costs of inplenmenting an
alternative, plus the costs to operate and maintain (O&\W the alternative
over the long term Under this criteria, the cost effectiveness of the
alternative can be eval uated.

MODI FYI NG CRI TERI A:  These two (2) considerations indicate the acceptability
of the alternative to the public, local, or state officials.

8. State Acceptance addresses whether, based on its review of the RI/FS and
the Proposed Plan, the State concurs with, opposes, or has no conments on
the selected preferred alternative, or renedy.

9. Comunity Acceptance addresses whether the public agrees with EPA's
sel ection of the preferred alternative. Conmunity acceptance of this
Proposed Plan will be eval uated based on coments received during the
upconi ng public nmeeting and during the public conrent period.

EPA' S PREFERRED ALTERNATI VE

After conducting a detailed analysis of all of the alternatives, EPA has
selected the following alternative for renediation of the Site:

Al ternative 4-B

Groundwater: Extraction (2 wells) &
Direct Discharge to POTW

Total PW Cost: $2,031, 000

Rationale for the Preferred Alternative

EPA has selected Alternative 4-B as the best alternative for use at the
Rut | edge Property Site.

O the six (6) alternatives reviewed by EPA, both Alternative 1 and
Alternative 2 fail to nmeet the threshold criteria of protecting human health
and the environnment, and conpliance with ARARs. Therefore, these two (2)

Cal ternatives were elimnnated

O the remaining four (4) alternatives that neet the two aforenentioned
threshold criteria, they all neet the five (5) primary balancing criteria of
| ong-term effectiveness, reduction of T/MYV, short-term effectiveness

i mpl ementability, and cost, but to varying degrees. The major differences
being in short-termeffectiveness, inplenentability, and cost.

Alternatives 4-A and 4-B do not require a treatnment systemto be built
on-Site. Rather, the contam nated groundwater woul d be punped directly, via
sewer line, to the local POTWand treated by the POTW Therefore,

Al ternatives 4-A and 4-B short-termeffectiveness is increased since it wll



be faster to inplenment due to the fact that the system does not require a
conpl ex treatnment systemto be designed and built on-Site. Additionally,

the ease of inplenmentability for Alternatives 4-A and 4-B are far greater
than Alternatives 3-A and 3-B. As a result, the cost of Alternative 4-A and
4-B is less than Alternatives 3-A and 3-B

Between Alternatives 4-A and 4-B, the difference is nmerely the nunber of
extraction wells to be utilized. EPA feels that, by using nultiple
extraction wells, the groundwater contam nation will be renmoved fromthe
contanmi nated nedia nmore rapidly, resulting in a nore expeditious
renmedi ati on.

Therefore, based on these conpari sons, EPA believes that based on the
information currently available, Alternative 4-B provides the best bal ance
of conpliance anmong the other alternatives with respect to the eval uation
criteria for the renmediation of the contam nated groundwater at the Rutledge

Property Site. Enploying this alternative will protect human health and the
envi ronnent, neet ARARs, be effective in the long-term reduce contani nant
toxicity, nobility, and volume, be easy to inplenment, and will be very

cost-effective.

PUBLI C PARTI CI PATI ON

EPA will hold a public neeting on Tuesday, March 1, 1994, to discuss the
Preferred Alternative and other alternatives evaluated in the FS. Oficials
from EPA and SCDHEC wi Il present a summary of the RI/FS, the renedia
alternatives, and how the preferred alternative was selected. The public is
encouraged to attend this neeting.

EPA is al so conducting a 30-day public comment period from Friday, February
18, 1994, to Monday, March 21, 1994, in order to receive public input and
comments on the preferred alternative for renediation of the Rutl edge
Property Superfund Site. Comrents on the preferred alternative, the other
alternatives, or other issues related to the Site remedi ation, are wel coned,
as they are an inportant part of the decision-nmaking process. Please send
all coments to:

M. Sanford T. Myers
North Superfund Reredi al Branch
U.S. Environnmental Protection Agency
Region IV, 345 Courtland Street, N E.
Atl anta, GCeorgia 30365

OEPA will review, and consider, all coments received during the publ
comment period and the public neeting before reaching a final decision on
the nost appropriate renedial alternative for the renediation of the Site.
EPA' s final decision will be issued in the Record of Decision (ROD), a |ega
docunment which formally sets forth the renedy. A Responsiveness Summary,
whi ch contains all of the public comments received and EPA's response to
them is part of the ROD. A ROD is expected to be conpleted for the
Rut | edge Property in the spring of 1994.



For more information on community relations, the Superfund process, or this
Site in particular, please contact:

Ms. Cynthia Peurifoy
Public Rel ati ons Coordi nat or
U.S. Environnmental Protection Agency
Region IV, 345 Courtland Street, N E.
Atl anta, Georgia 30365

(404)347-7791 or (800)435-9233
FUTURE ACTI VI TI ES

Upon signature of the ROD at EPA Region IV in Atlanta, EPA will evaluate the
situation with regard to the Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) at this
site. EPA will then try to negotiate with the PRP(s) to secure performance
and funding of the remedy under EPA' s oversight. |f EPA cannot reach an
agreenent with the PRPs, then EPA will proceed with Renedi al Design/ Renedi a
Action using CERCLA trust funds.

GLOSSARY

Admi ni strative Record - A file which is maintained and contains al

i nformati on used by the EPA to make its decision on the selection of a
response action under CERCLA. This file is required to be available for
public review and a copy is to be established at or near the site, usually
at the information repository. A duplicate file is maintained in a centra
| ocati on such as a regional EPA and/or state office.

Applicabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs) Requirenents
whi ch nust be nmet by a response action selected by EPA as a site renedy.
"Applicable" requirenents are those mandated under one or nore Federal or
State laws. "Relevant and appropriate" requirenents are those which, while
not necessarily required, EPA judges to be appropriate for use in that
particul ar case.

Aqui fer - An underground geol ogi cal formation, or group of formations,
cont ai ni ng usabl e ampbunts of groundwater that can supply wells and springs.

Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnment - An assessnent which provides an eval uation of the
potential risk to human health and the environnent in the absence of
remedi al action.

Carci nogens - Substances that cause or are suspected to cause cancer

Conpr ehensi ve Environmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act

( CERCLA) - A federal law passed in 1980 and nodified in 1986 by th
Super f und Anmendnments and Reaut horization Act (SARA). The Acts create a
trust fund, known as Superfund to investigate and cl ean up abandoned or
uncontrol | ed hazardous waste sites.



Dense Non- Aqueous Phase Liquids (DNAPL) - Dense non-aqueous |iquids (DNAPLS)
are chenical conmpounds that are heavier than water in there pure form

DNAPL migration is gravity driven and relatively unaffected by groundwat er
flow and often noves in a manner that is independent of groundwater flow.
DNAPL contam nants (especially chlorinated organic solvents) mgrate
vertically through fractures in rock or clay formations and thus, can
cont anmi nate deep aquifer systens.

Feasibility Study - See Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study.

Groundwater - Underground water that fills pores in soils or openings in
rocks. This water can be used for drinking, irrigation, and other purposes.

Hazard Index -A termused in the Baseline Ri sk Assessment which estinmates
the exposure effects to non-carci nogeni c contam nants at a hazardous waste
site. A H less than 1.0 indicates that a significant hazard is likely, a
HI grater than 1.0 indicates hazard at the site.

<Fi gur e>

I nformati on Repository - Materials on Superfund and a specific site |located
conveniently for |ocal residents.

Maxi mum Cont ami nant Levels (MCLs) - The nmaxi num perm ssible level of a
contaminant in water that is consuned as drinking water. These |levels are
deternmined by EPA and are applicable to all public water supplies.

National Priorities List (NPL) - EPA's list of uncontrolled or abandoned
hazar dous wastes sites eligible for |ong-termclean up under the Superfund
Renmedi al Program

Plume - A three dinmensional zone within the groundwater that contains
contanmi nants and generally noves in the direction of, and with, groundwater
fl ow.

Potentially Responsible Parties (PRP's) - This may be an individual, a
conpany or a group of conpanies who nmay have contributed to the hazardous
conditions at a site. These parties may be held |iable for costs of the
remedi al activities by the EPA through CERCLA Laws.

Public Comrent Period - Tinme provided for the public to review and comment
on a proposed EPA action or rulemaking after it is published as a Proposed
Pl an.

Record of Decision (ROD) - A public docunent that explains which cleanup
alternative will be used at a National Priorities List site and the reasons
for choosing the cleanup alternative over other possibilities.

Remedi al Desi gn/ Rermedi al Action (RD/RA) - The renedi al design (RD) is a plan
formul ated by either the PRP or EPA or both to provide the appropriate
nmeasures to renedi ate a hazardous waste site. This plan nay be nodified
many tinmes through negotiations between EPA an the PRP. The renedial action
(RA) is the inplenmentation of the renedial design



Renmedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) - Two distinct but related
studi es, normally conducted together, intended to define the nature and
extent of contam nation at a site and to eval uate appropriate, site-specific
renmedi es.

Super fund Anmendnents and Reaut horization Act (SARA) - Modifications to
CERCLA enacted on October 17, 1986.

<Fi gur e>
USE THI S SPACE TO WRI TE YOUR COMMENTS

Your input on the Proposed Plan for the Rutl edge Property Superfund Site is
i mportant in hel ping EPA select a final renedy for the site. You may use
the space below to wite your comments, then fold and mail. A response to
your coment will be included in the Responsiveness Sunmary.

REQUEST TO BE PLACED ON THE
RUTLEDGE PROPERTY SUPERFUND SI TE MAI LI NG LI ST

If you would li ke your nane and address placed on the nmailing list for the
Rut | edge Property Superfund Site, please conplete this formand return to:
Cynt hia Peurifoy, Comrunity Rel ati ons Coordi nator, EPA-Region IV, North
Super fund Renedi al Branch, 345 Courtland Street, Atlanta, Georgia 30365, or
cal | 1-800-435-9233.

NAME:
ADDRESS:
TELEPHONE:

AFFI LI ATI ON

Attachnent B

Public Notices of Public Comment Period and Extension
of Public Comment Peri od

U. S. ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

I NVI TES PUBLI C COMVENT ON THE PROPOSED CLEANUP
PLAN FOR THE RUTLEDGE PROPERTY SUPERFUND SI TE,
ROCK HI LL, YORK COUNTY, SOUTH CARCLI NA

The U.S. Environnental Protection Agency is inviting public conment on the
Proposed Pl an for cleanup of the Rutledge Property/Rock Hill Chem ca
Conmpany Superfund Site. The Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study for



the site have been conpleted. The Renedial Investigation determ ned the
nature and extent of contam nation at the site. The Feasibility Study

eval uated alternatives for addressing groundwater contanination at the site,
the principal threat posed by the site.

Six alternatives were considered in proposing this action. The figures in
parent heses are the estimted present worth costs for each alternative. The
following alternatives were consi dered:

Alternative 1: No Action ($170, 000)
Alternative 2: Limted Action ($170,000)
Al ternative 3A: Goundwater Extraction & Treatnment, On Site Treatnent and
Di schar ge,

One Extraction Well (%4, 115, 000)
Al ternative 3B: G oundwater Extraction & Treatnment, On-Site Treatnent and
Di schar ge,

Two Extraction Wells ($4, 159, 000)
Al ternative 4A: G oundwater Extraction & POTW Di scharge, One Extraction
Vel ($1, 969, 000)
Alternative 4B: G oundwater Extraction & POTW Di scharge, Two Extraction
Wells ($2,031, 000)

EPA i s proposing inplenmentation of Alternative 4B. EPA believes that
enploying this alternative will protect human health and the environnent,
nmeet applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenments, be effective in
the long-term reduce contam nant toxicity, mobility and volunme, be easy to
i mpl ement, and will be cost effective.

The scope of the proposed action includes contai nment of the contani nated
groundwater plume by two extraction wells to be located on the down gradient
edge of the plunme. The contam nated groundwater would then be di scharged,
via sewer line, to a local publicly owned treatnment works (POTW. No
pretreatment would be required before the contam nated groundwater is

di scharged to the sewer line. Deed restrictions, and |ong-term groundwat er
monitoring would be enforced. It is estimated that it will take one year to
i mpl ement this renedy.

The Agency is holding a 30-day comrent period, which begins on Tuesday,
February 22, 1994, and ends on Thursday, March 24, 1994. Witten coments,
whi ch nust be postmarked no later than March 24, 1994, should be send to:

M. Sandy Myers, Renedial Project Manager
North Superfund Reredi al Branch
U.S. Environnental Protection Agency, Region |V
345 Courtland Street, N E., Atlanta, GA 30365

EPA has schedul ed a public neeting to present the proposed plan and to

di scuss the status of the Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study. The
neeting al so provides the public an opportunity to submit oral and witten
comments on the proposed cleanup plan and the other alternatives considered.
This nmeeting will be:

Dat e: Tuesday, March 1, 1994
Ti me: 7:00 p.m



Pl ace: SULLI VAN M DDLE SCHOOL
1825 Eden Terrace, Rock Hill, South
Carolina

Copi es of the proposed plan, as well as the administrative record for the
site, are available for review at the site information repository, which is
in the York County Library, 138 East Black Street, Rock H I, SC,

803/ 324-3055. These docunents are also avail able for review at the EPA
ORecords Center, 345 Courtland Street, N E., Atlanta, GA 30365, 404-347-0506

For additional information, or to be added to EPA's mailing list for the
site, contact Cynthia B. Peurifoy, Conmunity Rel ati ons Coordi nator, at
1-800-435-9233, or 404/347-7791

THE UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
Announces an Extension of the Public Conmrent Period for the
Proposed Pl an, Rutledge Property Superfund Site,

Rock Hill, York County, South Carolina

The U. S. Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA) is extending the period of
time for accepting public comments on the Agency's proposed cl eanup plan,
and the other alternatives considered for the Rutledge Property Superfund
Site to Monday, April 25, 1994. Witten comrents, which nust be postmarked
on or before April 25, 1994, should be sent to:

Sheri Panabaker, Renedi al Project Manager
U.S. EPA, Region IV, North Superfund Renedi al Branch
345 Courtland Street, N. E., Atlanta, Georgia 30365

EPA wi Il not nake a final cleanup decision for the site until it has

revi ewed and considered all public comments it receives. Based on public
comments or new i nformation, the EPA may deci de on another alternative,
rather than the plan that has been proposed. Therefore, it is inportant to
comment on the proposed plan and the other alternatives evaluated in the
feasibility study. Conmments can al so be nade on any docunents contained in
the Adm nistrative Record for the site. The administrative record contains
all docunents, reports, and other material the EPA relied upon in reaching a
deci sion on the selection of the proposed plan. The Adninistrative Records,
whi ch includes the feasibility study and EPA' s proposed plan are avail able
for public review at the Rutledge Site Information Repository |ocated at:

York County Library, 138 East Bl ack Street,
Rock Hill, South Carolina 29731, (803)324-3055

These docunments are al so available for review at the EPA Records Center in
Atlanta, GA. For more information, to request a copy of the proposed pl an
or to be added to the site's mailing list, please contact:

Cynt hia Peurifoy, Community Rel ati ons Coordi nat or
U.S. EPA, Region IV, North Superfund Renedi al Branch
345 Courtland Street, N. E., Atlanta, GCeorgia 30365



Attachnment C

Witten Public Conments Received
During the Public Coment Period

DApril 21, 199

M. Sanford T. Myers

North Superfund Remedi al Branch

U S Environnental Protection Agency
Regi on IV

345 Courtland Street, NE

Atl anta, Georgia 30365

Subj ect : Rut | edge Property (Rock Hill Chem cal Conpany) Superfund Site
Rock Hill, South Carolina

Dear M. Mers:

RMT, Inc. reviewed the United States Environnental Protection Agency (EPA)
Admi nistrative Record |ocated at the York County Public Library for the
Rut | edge Property Superfund Site on behalf of the follow ng conpani es: BASF
I nnont Corporation, Burlington Industries, Inc., Chase Packagi ng
Corporation, CTS Corporation, Engraph, Inc., FMC Corporation, Honelite

Di vi sion of Textron, Inc., Rexham Inc., WR Grace and Conmpany, and

Cel anese. The comments included bel ow are being submitted by these
conpani es in response to EPA' s Superfund Proposed Pl an Fact Sheet for the
Rut | edge Property (Rock Hill Chem cal Conpany) Superfund Site, dated
February 1994.

The EPA's Renedi al Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) is summarized
in the paragraphs below to provide context for the coments that follow By
way of background, EPA's contractor conducted a geophysical survey to

i dentify buried objects, then collected 22 surface soil sanples evenly
spaced across the site to identify potential hot spots. Afterwards, the
contractor collected 40 subsurface soil sanples from 16 |ocations and
installed five pairs of ground water nonitoring wells on-site (each pair
consi sted of a shallow well screened at the top of the surficial aquifer and
a deep well screened at the top of bedrock or several feet into the
bedrock). EPA sanpled the ten new wells, three existing nonitoring wells,
one out-of-service commercial well, and three off-site private wells. EPA
then installed and sanpled three nore well pairs to fill data gaps in the
monitoring well network. EPA also sanpled surface water and sedinent in
on-site drainage areas and conducted an ecol ogi cal screening.

EPA concluded fromthe investigation results that ground water contam nation
at the site presents an unacceptable risk for a future residential |and use



scenario. The contanminants in ground water that pose an alleged health risk
are trichloroethene (TCE, nmax. concentration = 84,000 ug/l),

1, 2-di chl oroet hene (1, 2-DCE, max. concentration = 1,200 ug/l), vinyl
chloride (VC, max. concentration = 26 ug/l), and nanganese (nmax.
concentration = 3,600 ug/l). EPA s risk calculations resulted in an
estimated excess cancer risk of approximtely 5 x 10[-2]. EPA believes that
manganese concentrations present an unacceptable health risk based on a

cal cul at ed hazard i ndex of 25.

The baseline risk assessnent showed that soils on-site are within acceptable
risk limts. No risk-based renedial goal options have been identified for
surface soils. EPA determ ned that the hazard index for manganese in soil
which it calculated as 5.75, was high but acceptable. Likew se, EPA

concl uded that risks posed by volatile organic conpound (VOC) and netals
concentrations in the drai nage areas were acceptabl e.

The Feasibility Study (FS) contains EPA's preferred cleanup goals for ground
wat er, which include the promrul gated Maxi mum Cont ani nant Levels (MCLs) for
TCE, 1,2-DCE, and VC. For manganese, EPA set a cl eanup goal of 200 ug/l
based on an average background concentration of 185 ug/l. In the FS, EPA
presented six possible renmedi ation alternatives, including no action and
limted action (deed restrictions, long-termground water nonitoring). The
four alternatives requiring action consisted of ground water extraction and
either 1) treatment on-site with discharge to surface waters or 2) no
treatment with discharge to the City of Rock Hill Publicly Owed Treatnent
Wor ks (POTW .

EPA' s Superfund Proposed Pl an Fact Sheet for the Rutl edge Property Superfund
Site states EPA's preference for Alternative 4-B, which includes extraction
of ground water via two recovery wells, discharge to the POTW deed
restrictions, and long-term ground water nonitoring. Wile the R does not
provi de evi dence that any renedy is necessary, Alternative 4-B appears to be
a practical renmedy for the Rutledge site if one is required. However, while
reviewi ng the Adm nistrative Record, we noted several issues that may inpact
the scope and cost of the remedy and which deserve comment. These issues

i nclude the follow ng:

u The Record of Decision (ROD) should acknow edge that the Renedia
Design for Alternative 4-B can be sinplified and shortened by
elimnating the Internmedi ate Design (60% submittal. An
intermedi ate submittal is unnecessary for such a straightforward
design. EPA will be able to judge the technical aspects of the
design basis fromthe Prelimnary Design (309 submittal. Since
Alternative 4-B has no treatnment conmponent, the only engi neering
review required for the design will be the extraction wells and
the connecting pipeline to the sewer system These el enents can
easily be reviewed and revised in conjunction with the
Prefinal /Final Design reports.

u We did not find in the Adm nistrative Record reference to an
agreenent between EPA and the City of Rock Hill that the POTW



woul d accept the extracted ground water. Evidence of such an
agreenent should be reflected in the Record. |If this has not

al ready been done, the POTW should be contacted to determ ne

ef fl uent acceptability and to obtain such an agreenment prior to
i ssuing the Record of Deci sion.

u EPA' s ground water cleanup goal for 1,2-dichloroethene is 70 ug/l.
The Performance Standard for 1,2-DCE should be split into two
standards to reflect the MCLs of the cis-and trans- isomers of
1,2-DCE. The trans- isonmer has a higher MCL of 100 ug/l. The
| ower standard for the cis- isomer would apply whenever anal ytica
results are reported as "total 1,2-dichloroethene."

u The Rl recommended additional study of the ecol ogical conmunities
that could be inpacted by this site, even though the R report
states that the site does not pose a threat to any state or
federally |isted species of concern. The RI's surface soi
results show that further mgration of site contam nants to
receiving waters is not anticipated. The EPA s ecol ogi ca
screening did not identify any sensitive ecol ogical comrunities

i medi ately downstream of the site. An ecological study is
therefore likely to be unproductive, and the noney for it would be
better spent on cl eanup

u The RI Report reconmended | oggi ng the depths of private wells
PW 03 and PWO04 to eval uate whether further characterization is
needed, since chemicals detected in P03 and PWO04 are simlar to
those detected on-site. The nonitoring well network constructed
by EPA during the Rl is extensive and appears to be sufficient to
make a determ nation now that these constituents are not site
related. Further ground water investigation is unwarranted and
will delay cleanup activities and divert funds that are best spent
on cl eanup.

u The VOCs detected during the Rl were found in both top-of-rock and
shall ow wel I s. The Superfund Proposed Plan Fact Sheet does not
speci fy whether the extraction wells will be constructed into
rock. Extraction of ground water from bedrock fractures for
remedi ati on purposes is difficult and, in npst cases of Piednont
lithol ogy, technically inpracticable. At npst, the two extraction
wel |'s proposed in Alternative 4-B should be constructed into the
first few feet of bedrock, where the rock is highly weathered and
fractured. The screen should be set to withdraw from both the
saprolite and the weathered rock. Any attenpt to construct wells
that are screened in conpetent bedrock is expected to result in a
relatively useless extraction well, since the odds of intercepting
a producing fracture that is connected to the small plune found by
EPA' s investigation are mnute.

Pl ease place these conments in the Adnministrative Record and consider them



in the preparation of the Record of Decision for the Rutledge Property
Superfund Site.

Si ncerely,
RMT, I nc.

Paul A. Furtick
Proj ect Manager

cc: Rock Hill Chem cal Conpany Site CGenerator PRPs

April 25,1994
823 Standard St.

Rock Hill, S. C
29730

Ms. Sheri Panabaker

Renmedi al Proj ect Manager

U.S. EPA, Region |V

ONort h Superfund Renedi al Branc
345 Courtland St.

N. E. Atlanta, Georgia 30365

Dear Ms. Panabaker

| received your handout advising ne about an Extension of the Public
Comment Period for the Proposed Plan, Rutledge Property Superfund Site, Rock
Hill,S. Cl participated in your neeting on March 1, 1994 concerning the
above. The input | added as well as other citizens, | hope will be revi ewed
and consideration given our concerns.

In your notification of an extension, you indicated that the EPA may
deci de on another alternative rather than the plan that had been proposed.
If this alternative plan is different fromthose discussed on March 1,
would Iike to be nmade aware of the plan chosen so that | and other citizens
may meke further conments. At the neeting the alternative plan being
considered was Alternative Plan 4B - G oundwater Punping by 2 Extraction
Wells and Direct Discharge to POTW MY concern with this nmethod that was
tentatively selected, or any other nethod is that an additional process such
as pre-treatnment on site of the ground water be done before any other
authority , whether it be city or private , administers the final treatnent
as required by the EPA Superfund Act.

You shoul d al so be concerned with the surrounding soil within the
borders of the affected area to elim nate further problens down the road as
you continue nmonotoring the superfund site. This problem | understand
exi sted over a thirty year period. |If you tenporily clean the undergrond
wat er and not pay attention to the soil which contributed to the problem it
woul d sinply reoccur.



Ot her concerns that | have would be that nore testing be done opposite
the site on Cherry Rd. and on any bordering property that may be affected,
and to insure the safety of citizens in the area,the entire site should be
fenced of f and signs need to be posted inform ng the public of any possible
danger.

In closing | would like to thank you for sending nme notification, and
pl ease keep ne i nforned.

Si ncerely,

Attachnment D

O ficial Transcript of the Proposed Plan Public Meeting

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
REG ON |V PROPOSED PLAN MEETI NG FOR THE
RUTLEDGE PROPERTY (ROCK HI LL CHEM CAL COMPANY)
OSUPERFUND SI T

ROCK HI LL, SOUTH CARCLI NA

MARCH 1, 1994

REPORTER: KATHY STANFORD, CVR-CM

PROCEEDI NGS

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
REG ON |V PROPOSED PLAN MEETI NG FOR THE
RUTLEDGE PROPERTY (ROCK HI LL CHEM CAL COMPANY)
SUPERFUND SI TE

MARCH 1, 1994

7:10 P.M

SANDY MYERS: GOOD EVENI NG AND WELCOVE TO THE PUBLI C MEETI NG,
PROPOSED

PLAN MEETI NG FOR THE RUTLEDGE PROPERTY SI TE. | APPRECI ATE YOUR
| NTEREST I N
COM NG TONI GHT AM D THE SEM - MONSOON OUTSI DE. | REALLY DO

APPRECI ATE | T.



MY NAME | S SANDY MYERS, AND |'M THE REMEDI AL PROJECT MANAGER W TH
THE

ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY REG ON 4, BASED I N ATLANTA. WTH
ME TONI GHT

ARE FELLOW EPA EMPLOYEES CYNTHI A PEURI FOY, SHE IS THE COVMUNI TY
RELATI ONS

COORDI NATOR; BERNI E HAYES, WHO | S ANOTHER RPM OR REMEDI AL PRQJECT
MANACGER;

AND MARK DAVI S, WHO | S THE ATTORNEY FROM THE OFFI CE OF REG ONAL
COUNSEL.

ALSO W TH US TONI GHT FROM SOUTH CAROLI NA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
ENVI RONVENTAL CONTROL CHUCK GORMAN, BILLY BRI TTON, AND RI CHARD

HAYNES. THE

AGENDA FOR TONI GHT' S MEETI NG CONSI STS OF BASI CALLY SI X SEGVENTS. |'M
OBVI QUSLY DO NG THE WELCOME AND | NTRODUCTIONS. CYNTHIA IS GO NG TO
BRI EFLY

DI SCUSS THE COMMUNI TY RELATI ONS PROGRAM |'M GO NG TO DI SCUSS THE
SITE

H STORY. BERNIE HAYES IS GO NG TO DI SCUSS THE BASELI NE RI SK
ASSESSMENT

PROCESS. |'M GO NG TO COME

BACK W TH THE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON AND THE FEASI BI LI TY STUDY, AND
THEN

WE' LL OPEN UP TO QUESTI ONS AND ANSWERS. WE'RE GO NG TO DO OUR BEST
TOLIMT

THI'S MEETI NG TONI GHT TO APPROXI MATELY 45 TO 50 M NUTES SO THAT VE

CAN ALL BE

OUT. | WOULD LI KE TO NOW | NTRODUCE CYNTHI A PEURI FOY. SHE IS GO NG TO
EXPLAI' N THE SUPERFUND PROCESS | N GENERAL AND DI SCUSS HOW AND VHY

THE PUBLI C

PLAYS SUCH AN ESSENTI AL RCLE I N THE ULTI MATE DECI SI ON MAKI NG PROCESS.

CYNTHI A PEURI FOY: GOOD EVENING. | WANT TO THANK YOU FOR COM NG
ouT
TONI GHT. AGAIN, MY NAME IS CYNTH A PEURI FOY, AND | AM THE COVMUNI TY
RELATI ONS COCORDI NATOR FOR THE SOUTH CAROLI NA SECTI ON OF EPA' S
REMEDI AL
PROGRAM | WANTED TO FI RST OF ALL SET THE STAGE FOR TONI GHT' S
MEETI NG.
THIS IS A PUBLI C HEARI NG, AND WE DO NEED YOU TO COOPERATE W TH US
TONI GHT BY
WHEN YOU DO HAVE A COMMENT OR A QUESTI ON, BY STANDI NG UP,
| DENTI FYI NG
YOURSELF FOR OUR COURT REPORTER HERE AND MAKI NG SURE THAT SHE | S

ABLE TO

HEAR WHAT YOU SAY. THAT'S VERY | MPORTANT FOR US BECAUSE WE' RE HERE
TO CGET

YOUR COMMENTS AND YOUR CONCERNS ABOUT THE PROPOSED PLAN. THE
TRANSCRI PT

THAT SHE IS GO NG TO PRODUCE |'S GO NG TO BE USED TO PREPARE VHAT VE



CALL A

RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY WHERE WE W LL SIT DOAMN AND WVE W LL
RESPOND TO EVERY

CONCERN THAT WE HEAR HERE TONI GHT AND THROUGHOUT THI S PUBLI C
COVMENT  PERI OD.

00SO PLEASE COOPERATE W TH HER AN

US BY MAKI NG SURE THAT WE CAN HEAR WHAT YOU HAVE TO SAY. WE ARE IN
A PUBLI C

COVMENT PERI OD WHI CH ENDS ON MARCH 24TH. HOWEVER, THERE IS A

PROVI SI ON THAT

THAT COMMENT PERI OD CAN BE EXTENDED FOR AN ADDI TI ONAL 30 DAYS. |IF
YOU FI ND

THAT YOU NEED MORE TI ME TO REVI EW THE DOCUMENTS OR WHATEVER OR TO
PREPARE

YOUR COMMENTS, PLEASE GET IN TOUCH W TH ElI THER SANDY OR | AND VE

W LL WORK

W TH YOU TO EXTEND THAT COMMENT PERICD IF IT'S NEEDED. | WANTED TO
DRAW

YOUR ATTENTI ON TO WHAT WE CALL THE SI TE | NFORMATI ON REPOSI TORY. | T
IS AT

THE YORK COUNTY LI BRARY ON BLACK STREET. AND I N THAT LI BRARY, VE
HAVE

PREPARED WHAT WE CALL OUR ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD, WHICH | S A RECORD
OF ALL

THE DOCUMENTS THAT WERE COWPI LED AND USED BY SANDY AND THE OTHER
PEOPLE

W THI N THE EPA AND THE STATE TO PROPOSE THI S CLEANUP PLAN. THE
REMEDI AL

I NVESTI GATI ON AND FEASI BI LI TY STUDY REPORTS ARE THERE; THE RI SK
ASSESSMENT

'S THERE; EVERYTHI NG THAT YOU W LL SEE REFERENCED I N THE PROPOSED
PLAN FACT

SHEET |'S THERE AND YOU CAN GO BY AND REVIEWIT. | WANTED TO TALK A
LI TTLE

BI T ABOUT THE SUPERFUND PROCESS. AND |'M GO NG TO PUT THI' S UP, AND I
HOPE

YOU CAN SEE I T, JUST TO LET YOU KNOW THAT ON THI S PARTI CULAR SI TE VE
HAVE

BEEN THROUGH SEVERAL STEPS OF THE SUPERFUND PROCESS. AND AS YOU LL
SEE

NUMBER 3, 4, AND 5 HAVE BEEN ClI RCLED BECAUSE THAT'S REALLY VWHERE V\E
ARE NOW

WE' RE MOVI NG OUT OF THE

FEASI BI LI TY STUDY. WE' RE IN THE PROPOSED PLAN. WE' RE IN THE PUBLI C
COVMENT
PERI OD. A LOT HAS GONE ON THE SITE. THE | NVESTI GATI ON HAS BEEN



COVPLETED.

THE FEASI BI LI TY STUDY HAS BEEN COVPLETED. THE PROPOSED PLAN HAS
BEEN

SUBM TTED TO THE PUBLI C. WHEN WE COVPLETE THI S PUBLI C COMMENT

PERI CD V\E

W LL BE DO NG THE RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY AS | SAI D EARLI ER, AND THEN
WE W LL

BE PREPARI NG A RECORD OF DECI SI ON. ONCE THAT IS DONE, WE WLL GO
FORWARD

W TH NEGOTI ATI ONS W TH POTENTI ALLY RESPONSI BLE PARTIES. WE' LL MOVE
I NTO THE

REMEDI AL DESI GN AND | NTO THE CLEANUP. LET ME SAY A FEW THI NGS ABOUT
THE

COVMUNI TY RELATI ONS PROGRAM | TSELF. WE HAVE A MAI LI NG LI ST FOR THE
SI TE.

| F YOU RE NOT ON THE MAILI NG LI ST, PLEASE SEE ME OR SIGN I N THAT SHEET
BACK

THERE AND WE' LL GET YOU ON THE MAI LI NG LI ST. WE DO PREPARE FACT
SHEETS FROM

TIME TO TIME. | F YOU HAVE THE FACT SHEET THAT | SENT OUT RECENTLY YQOU
W LL

SEE AN 800 NUMBER | N THAT FACT SHEET. WE ARE ALWAYS AVAI LABLE AT
THAT

NUMBER TO ANSVER ANY QUESTI ONS OR CONCERNS YOU M GHT HAVE AND TO
GET ANY

FEEDBACK THAT YOU M GHT HAVE ON ANYTHI NG THAT YOU FEEL THAT W\E

NEED TO COVER

ANY | NFORMATI ON THAT YOU DON' T HAVE THAT YOU D LI KE TO HAVE. ONE
PROVI SI ON

OF THE SUPERFUND PROGRAM IS THAT COVMUNI TI ES WHERE THERE ARE
SUPERFUND SI TES

HAVE THE ABILITY TO APPLY FOR A TECHNI CAL ASSI STANCE GRANT. THAT

IS A GRANT THAT WLL PROVIDE YOU THE ABILITY TO H RE A TECHNI CAL

ADVI SCR TO

ADVI SE YOU ON THE DOCUMENTS AND FI NDI NGS THAT EPA PUTS FORTH. SO I F
ANYBODY

HERE |I'S | NTERESTED I N LOOKI NG | NTO THE TAG PROCESS, PLEASE FEEL FREE TO
SEE

ME OR CALL ME ABOUT THAT. AND FI NALLY, G VE ME YOUR FEEDBACK. LET
ME KNOW

HOW THI S MEETI NG | S, HOW | NFORVATI VE YOU THI NK WE ARE. ARE WE OVER
YOUR

HEADS? ARE WE NOT GETTI NG THE PO NT ACROSS? WHATEVER. DO WE NEED
TO HAVE

MORE MEETI NGS? THAT IS MY ROLE TO MAKE SURE THAT THE COMMUNI TY | S

| NFORMED

AND | NVOLVED I N THE PROCESS SO PLEASE HELP ME TO DO THAT FOR YQOU, AND
LET ME

OKNOW WHAT YOU WOULD LI KE TO HAVE. THANK YOU



SANDY MYERS: THANKS, CYNTHIA. | WOULD NOW LI KE TO JUST G VE A VERY
BRI EF SITE HI STORY. THI' S SITE, HOPEFULLY YOU ALL CAN READ THIS, THI S SITE
'S LOCATED ON CHERRY ROAD AT THE CORNER OF CRANFORD STREET AND
FARLOW
STREET. | HAVE ANOTHER SI TE MAP THAT'S MORE OF A CLOSEUP AND M GHT BE
OF
SOVE HELP. BETWEEN 1960 AND 1964, ROCK HI LL CHEM CAL COVPANY
OPERATED A
SOLVENT RECLAMATI ON FACI LITY AT THAT SITE. CLASSI C WASTE PRODUCTS
SUCH AS
PAI NT SLUDGES, TEXTILE DYE PRODUCTS, USED SOLVENTS, AND OTHER SOLI D
WASTES
WERE GENERATED DURI NG THE RECLAMATI ON PROCESS AND WERE STORED
AND DI SPOSED
OF AT THE SITE. THE COVPANY CEASED OPERATI ONS I N THE SUMVER OF 1964.
THE
FOLLOW NG OCTOBER A FI RE AT

THE FACI LI TY CAUSED DRUMS OF O L AND CHEM CALS TO EXPLODE RELEASI NG
THEI R

CONTENTS I NTO THE ENVI RONMENT. TWO REMOVALS HAVE TAKEN PLACE AT

THE SI TE

SINCE THEN. IN 1985 A SO LS REMOVAL WAS DONE RI GHT I N THI S AREA HERE
BEHI ND

THE BANK. AND THEN BETWEEN 1987 AND ' 89 ANOTHER SMALL SO LS

REMOVALS AND A

DRUM REMOVAL WAS DONE IN THI S AREA HERE. THE SI TE WAS LI STED ON THE
NATI ONAL PRI ORI TIES LI ST I N FEBRUARY OF 1990. THIS IS SI MPLY A LI ST OF
CONTAM NATED SI TES ACROSS THE UNI TED STATES. I N MARCH OF 1992, EPA

INI TIATED THE R 1. F. S., OR THE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON FEASI BI LI TY STUDY.
AND THIS IS SI MPLY WE GO OUT AND WE FI GURE OUT THE EXTENT OF

CONTAM NATI ON,

THE TYPE OF CONTAM NATI ON, AND WE ALSO COME UP WTH A FEW

ALTERNATI VES TO

CLEAN THE PROBLEM UP. | THINK IT'S VERY | MPORTANT TO NOTE RI GHT NOW I N
THE

BEG NNI NG OF THI' S TALK THAT THE RESULT OF THI S REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON

| NDI CATES THAT WE' VE ONLY GOT A GROUNDWATER PROBLEM AT THE SI TE,
THEREFORE,

GROUNDWATER IS GO NG TO BE THE ONLY MEDI A THAT WE REMEDI ATE. | WLL

DI SCUSS

IN MORE DETAIL THE RI.F.S. IN A FEW MOMENTS. FIRST, |'D LI KE TO | NTRODUCE
BERNI E HAYES. HE'S GO NG TO DI SCUSS THE BASELI NE RI SK ASSESSMENT AND
HOW I T

RELATES NOT ONLY TO SUPERFUND, BUT TO THE SI TE | N GENERAL.

BERNI E HAYES: THANK YOU, SANDY. YOU LL HEAR A LOT



OF TERMS TOSSED AROUND HERE TONI GHT. ONE OF THEM | S RI SK ASSESSMENT
SO |

WANT TO TALK A LITTLE BI T ABOUT WHAT EXACTLY THE RI SK ASSESSMENT
PROCESS

CONSI STS OF. |'LL TRY TO GO THROUGH THI' S FAI RLY QUI CKLY BECAUSE | T CAN
BE A

LI TTLE DRY. WHAT IS RI SK ASSESSMENT? RI SK ASSESSMENT | S SI MPLY AN
ATTEMPT

BY TOXI COLOG STS AND HEALTH SCI ENTI STS TO QUANTI FY THE POTENTI AL

| MPACT TO

PUBLI C HEALTH RESULTI NG FROM CONTAM NATI ON AT THI S SITE OR ANY

OTHER SI TE.

I N OTHER WORDS, RI SK ASSESSMENT |'S JUST LOOKI NG AT THE CONTAM NATI ON
THAT

EXI STS AT THE SITE, LOOKI NG AT THE VARI OQUS WAYS | N WHI CH PECPLE M GHT
BE

EXPOSED TO THAT CONTAM NATI ON, AND THEN TRYI NG TO QUANTI FY OR PUT A
NUMBER

TO THE EFFECTS THAT M GHT RESULT FROM THAT CONTAM NATI ON. THE

OTHER TERM

YOU M GHT HEAR AND SEE | N THE REPOSI TORY | S BASELI NE RI SK ASSESSMENT.
BASELI NE RI SK ASSESSMENT | S THE ESTI MATE OF RI SK TO THE PUBLI C HEALTH
THAT

WOULD RESULT I F THE SI TE WERE LEFT UNREMEDI ATED. WE NOT ONLY LOOK
AT THE

CURRENT RI SK ASSOCI ATED W TH THE SI TE UNDER CURRENT LAND USE AND
CURRENT

EXPOSURE SCENARI OS, BUT WE ALSO LOOK AT WHAT RI SK WOULD RESULT | F

WE JUST

WALKED AWAY FROM THE SI TE IN THE FUTURE AND LEFT | T UNREMEDI ATED.

VE LOOK

AT THE RI SK TO PUBLI C HEALTH UNDER FUTURE EXPOSURE SCENARI OS OF

VARI QUS

TYPES. | T SAYS THAT WE TRY TO QUANTI FY THE LEVELS OR RI SK. AND HOW DO
V\E

QUANTI FY THOSE LEVELS OF

RI SK? WE ESTI MATE EXPOSURE LEVELS BY | DENTI FYI NG COVPLETE EXPOSURE

PATHWAYS

LEADI NG FROM A SOURCE OF CONTAM NATI ON AND SUPERFUND THE SITE TO A
PO NT OF

HUVMAN OR PUBLI C EXPOSURE. | N OTHER WORDS, THERE HAS TO BE A RELEASE
OF

CONTAM NANTS FROM THE SITE. THERE HAS TO BE A WAY FOR THOSE

CONTAM NANTS TO

GET FROM THE SOURCE TO A PO NT OF EXPOSURE, AND THEN EXPOSURE TO THE
PUBLI C

HAS TO TAKE PLACE. THI S IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COUPLE OF THE TYPES OF
EXPOSURE

PATHWAYS WE LOOK AT IN A SUPERFUND RI SK ASSESSMENT. WE HAVE A SITE
R A



SOURCE OF CONTAM NATI ON SHOWN BY THESE DRUMS LYI NG ON THE GROUND
HERE. AND

THERE ARE TWO PATHWAYS, COWPLETE EXPOSURE PATHWAYS, | LLUSTRATED.
ONE WOULD

BE | F CONTAM NANTS WERE RELEASED | NTO THE Al R THROUGH

VOLATI LI ZATI ON OR SOMVE

OTHER PROCESS.  THE W ND WOULD THEN BLOW THEM TO A PO NT WHERE
PEOPLE

ROUTI NELY WERE FOUND, AND PEOPLE WOULD BREATHE | N THOSE

CONTAM NANTS W TH

THE AIR.  THE OTHER ONE AND THE ONE THAT IS MORE GERMANE TO THI S SITE

AS

SANDY HAS ALREADY MENTI ONED |'S THE GROUNDWATER PATHWAY WERE
CONTAM NANTS

FROM THE SI TE COULD BE RELEASED | NTO THE GROUNDWATER, FLOWS W TH
THE

GROUNDWATER TOWARDS THE WELL, IT'S DRAWN | NTO THE WELL, AND

SOVEBODY USI NG

THAT VELL DRINKS IT OR IS EXPOSED TO I T THROUGH SHOAERI NG OR WASHI NG
OR ANY

OTHER PATHWAY. WE LOOK AT A LOT OF DI FFERENT PATHWAYS, NOT JUST
THOSE

THAT WERE | N THAT | LLUSTRATION. AND I APOLOG ZE FOR THE CRUDI TY OF

THI S

DRAW NG HERE; I T LOOKS A LITTLE SIT LIKE ELVIS | THOUGHT. THE PRI NCI PAL
ROUTES OF HUMAN EXPOSURE THAT WE LOOK AT ARE: | NHALATI ON,

BREATHI NG | N

CONTAM NANTS; | NGESTI ON, WHI CH MEANS ANYTHI NG TAKEN I N BY MOUTH,
AND DERMAL

ABSORPTI ON, WHICH IS THE ONE THAT NOT MANY PEOPLE M GHT BE FAM LI AR
W TH.

DERMAL ABSORPTI ON JUST MEANS THI NGS THAT ARE ABSCRBED THROUGH THE
SKI'N,

DI RECTLY THROUGH SKIN ON ANY PART OF THE BODY. THE FIRST ONE IS

[ NHALATI ON.

THIS | S PRETTY BASI C STUFF. | NHALATI ON EXPOSURE OCCURS THROUGH THE
BREATHI NG OF VAPORS. AN EXAMPLE OF THAT M GHT BE AT THE GAS STATI ON

WHERE

YOU RE PUMPI NG GAS AND YOU SMELL THE FUMES, THE ACTUAL GASEOUS
SUBSTANCE

THAT YOU BREATHE IN. THE SECOND FORM OF | NHALATI ON EXPOSURE OCCURS
THROUGH

THE BREATHI NG | N OF CONTAM NATED DUST OR Al RBORNE PARTI CLES; SO L
THAT DRYS

OUT, GETS BROKEN UP, AND IS CARRIED IN THE W ND AND BREATHED IN I'N
THAT

FASHI ON. THE SECOND ONE, | NGESTION, CAN HAPPEN IN A LOT OF WAYS THAT
V\E

M GHT NOT THI NK ABOUT. | NGESTI ON CAN OCCUR THROUGH EATI NG
CONTAM NATED FOOD



OR DRI NKI NG CONTAM NATED WATER WHI CH ARE THE ROUTES OF EXPOSURE

MOST

COVMONLY --- YOU M GHT MOST COMMONLY THINK OF. WE ALSO CAN HAVE

| NCI DENTAL

OR ACCI DENTAL | NGESTION OF SO L. PEOPLE ON THE SITE WHO GET SO L ON
THEI R

HANDS OR

ON THEI R BODY SOVEHOW AND ACCI DENTLY GET IT IN THEIR MOUTH.  THE

SAME THI NG

IS TRUE W TH | NCI DENTAL OR ACCI DENTAL | NGESTI ON OF CONTAM NATED
WATER WHI LE

SW MM NG OR BOATI NG OR WADI NG.  AGAIN, ANY TIME YOU RE | N CONTACT
W TH WATER

DURI NG RECREATI ONAL ACTI VI TIES THERE' S A CHANCE THAT YOU M GHT
ACTUALLY GET

SOME OF I T IN YOUR MOUTH.  AND WE LOOKED AT ALL OF THESE EXPOSURE
PATHWAYS

AS PART OF THI' S RI SK ASSESSMENT, AND |'LL TALK ABOUT THE RESULTS OF
SOVE OF

THESE EXPOSURE PATHWAYS | N A SECOND. DERMAL ABSORPTI ON OCCURS
VWHEN

CONTAM NANTS ARE ABSORBED DI RECTLY THROUGH THE SKIN. SKIN IS A

GOOD BARRI ER

AGAI NST WATER. I T'S A GOOD BARRI ER AGAI NST BACTERI A; CERTAI N OTHER
TYPES OF

CMHAT WE CALL | NORGANI C CONTAM NANTS, | N OTHER WORDS, METALS O

THI NGS THAT

AREN T ORGANI C | N NATURE, AND JUST SO LS AND DI RT AND THI NGS LI KE THAT.
SKIN I'S NOT A VERY EFFECTIVE BARRIER. | T'S A MJUCH LESS EFFECTI VE BARRI ER
AGAI NST CERTAI N TYPES OF ORGANI C CONTAM NANTS. A LOT OF TI MES WHEN
YOU SEE

HOUSEHOLD CLEANERS OR HOUSEHOLD CHEM CALS THAT SAY IF YOU GET IT

ON YOUR

SKIN WASH | T OFF, HOUSEHOLD PESTI Cl DES, EVEN GASOLI NE. SOME OF THE
COVPONENTS OF GASOLI NE ARE A GOOD EXAMPLE. | F YOU GET I T ON YOUR
SKIN, IT

CAN BE ABSORBED DI RECTLY THROUGH THE SKIN. SO WHILE SKIN IS AS A
HUVAN

ORGANI SM IS A PRETTY GOOD BARRI ER FOR CERTAI N TYPES OF CONTAM NANTS
AND

CERTAI' N

TYPES OF HEALTH THREATS, IT'S NOT A GOOD ONE FOR OTHERS. TAKI NG | NTO
ACCOUNT DERMAL ABSORPTI ON, | NHALATI ON, AND | NGESTI ON, WE LOOKED AT
FOUR

EXPOSURE PATHWAYS AT THE RUTLEDGE PROPERTY SITE. THE FIRST IS JUST AN
ON



SITE WORKER.  ASSUM NG THAT THERE M GHT ACTUALLY BE - - - THE SITE

M GHT

ACTUALLY BE USED FOR | NDUSTRI AL OR COMMERCI AL PURPGCSES | N THE
FUTURE. THE

SECOND IS A SITE VISITOR  ANOTHER WAY TO LOOK AT THE SI TE VI SI TOR
M GHT BE

SI TE TRESPASSER OR CHI LDREN PLAYI NG ON THE SI TE OR ANYONE JUST
WALKI NG

THROUGH THE SI TE. AND THEN THOSE TWO NOT NOTED THERE ARE CURRENT
EXPOSURE

CONDI TI ONS THAT M GHT EXI ST NOW BUT WE ALSO LOOKED AT FUTURE
EXPOSURE

CONDI TI ONS.  WE LOOKED AT BOTH AN ADULT AND A CHI LD WHO M GHT LI VE

ON THE

SITE IN THE FUTURE. AND AS | SAID, WE LOOKED AT | NHALATI ON, | NGESTI ON,
AND

DERMAL EXPOSURE FOR THE TWO CURRENT AND THE TWO FUTURE EXPOSURE
SCENARI CS.

FOR THE ON SI TE WORKER, WE JUST LOOKED AT TWO PATHWAYS. WE LOOKED
AT

I NCI DENTAL | NGESTI ON OF SURFACE SO LS, IN OTHER WORDS THE SO LS THAT
ARE ON

THE SURFACE THAT ARE CONTAM NATED, ACCI DENTAL | NGESTI ON OF THOSE

SA LS

THROUGH HAND TO MOUTH CONTACT WHI LE SOVEONE M GHT BE WORKI NG

THERE WHETHER

I T BE SMKI NG, EATING THEI R LUNCH, WHATEVER WAY THAT THAT M GHT
HAPPEN.  AND

THEN | F THOSE CONTAM NATED SO LS GET ON THEI R HANDS OR THEIR SKIN OR
THEI R

FACE AND ABSORPTI ON FROM THE SO L DI RECTLY THROUGH

THE SKIN. FOR THE SITE VISITOR, WE ADDED - - - WE LOOKED AT THOSE TWO
PATHWAYS, BUT WE ADDED SOMVE OTHERS. | N ADDI TI ON TO THE | NCI DENTAL

I NGESTI ON

OF SO LS AND DERMAL ABSORPTI ON OF CONTAM NANTS FROM SO LS, WE ALSO
ADDED

I NCI DENTAL | NGESTI ON OF CONTAM NATED SEDI MENTS, SEDI MENTS BEI NG THE
MUD AND

SO L PARTI CLES THAT LI E AT THE BOTTOM OF THE STREAMS AND DRAI NAGE
PATHWAYS

THAT ARE ON THE SI TE, AND ALSO THE | NCI DENTAL | NGESTI ON OF SURFACE
WATER,

CONTAM NATED SURFACE WATER, AND THEN DERMAL ABSORPTI ON FROM

THOSE TWO

SOURCES AS WELL. AGAIN, THIS SITE VI SI TOR BEI NG SOMEONE WHO M GHT
JUST

WANDER ONTO THE SI TE AND WADE OR PLAY AS A CHILD M GHT IN THE
STREAMS THAT

ARE OUT THERE. FOR THE ADULT RESI DENT WE LOOKED AT THOSE
CONTAM NANT



PATHWAYS AND THEN ADDED A FEW MORE. SO I N ADDI TI ON TO THE ONES FOR
THE SI TE

VI SI TOR, | NGESTI ON OF SURFACE SO LS, SURFACE WATER, SEDI MENTS, WVE
ADDED

GROUNDWATER. I N OTHER WORDS, PRESUM NG THAT SOMEBCDY M GHT BUI LD
A HOUSE

THERE, DRILL A VELL | NTO THE CONTAM NATED GROUNDWATER PLUME, AND
DRI NK THE

WATER FROM THAT WELL. | N ADDI TI ON, WE ADDED | NHALATI ON OF VOLATI LE
CONTAM NANTS RELEASED WHI LE SHOWERI NG WHICH | S ALSO A

GROUNDWATER PATHWAY.

| F THE WATER SUPPLY FOR A HOUSE BUI LT ON THAT SI TE WERE A VELL

DRI LLED | NTO

THE CONTAM NATED GROUNDWATER, THAT WELL WERE USED FOR

SHOWERI NG, CERTAI N OF

THE CONTAM NANTS

THAT EXI ST AT THE SI TE WOULD BE RELEASED | NTO THE AIR.  SOVEONE

TAKI NG A

SHOWER WOULD BREATHE THEM I N AND THEY WOULD BE EXPOSED THROUGH

| NHALATI ON I N

THAT MATTER. SO WE ADDED I N ADDI TION TO ALL THOSE OTHERS, THE
VOLATI LI ZATI ON OF CONTAM NANTS WHI LE SHOWERI NG. FOR THE CHI LD

RESI DENT,

THESE PATHWAYS ARE EXACTLY THE SAME. THE ONLY REASON | HAVE THI S
SLI DE HERE

IS TO EXPLAIN A LITTLE BIT OF THE DI FFERENCE OF HOW WE LOOK AT CHI LD
EXPOSURE VERSUS ADULT EXPOSURE. THESE ARE THE SAME EXPOSURE

SCENARI S, THE

SAME EXPOSURE PATHWAYS, BUT FOR ADULTS AND CHI LDREN WE USE

DI FFERENT

EXPOSURE FREQUENCI ES, WE USE - - - | N OTHER WORDS, THEY' RE EXPOSED AT A
DI FFERENT RATE. THEY' RE EXPOSED FOR A DI FFERENT LENGTH OF TIME. WE
EXTRAPOLATE THE EXPOSURE ONLY OVER A CERTAI N FEW YEARS OF

CHI LDHOOD AS

OPPGCSED TO AN ENTI RE LI FETI ME, AND THEN ADD THAT ONTO THE ADULT
EXPOSURE.

AND PROBABLY THE MOST | MPORTANT THI NG | S THAT WE ALSO LOOK AT THE
BODY

WEI GHT OF A CHI LD AS OPPOSED TO AN ADULT. THE SEVERI TY OF EXPOSURE | S
DEFENDENT TO SOVE EXTENT ON BODY WEI GHT. SOMVEONE WHO | S HEAVI ER,
HAS A

GREATER MASS LI KE MYSELF, CAN BE EXPOSED TO A GREATER LEVEL OF TOXIC
CONTAM NANTS AND NOT EXPERI ENCE ANY ADVERSE EFFECTS. A CHI LD WHO

IS LI GHTER

OR A LI GHTER PERSON CAN ONLY EXPERI ENCE PROPORTI ONALLY LI GHTER OR
PROPORTI ONALLY LESS EXPOSURE FOR THE SAME EFFECT. SO



FOR CHI LDREN, WE LOOK AT THAT LOWER BODY WEI GHT | N EVALUATI NG THE
CONTAM NANT EFFECTS. THIS IS A LI ST OF THE CONTAM NANTS THAT WERE
FOUND AT

THE SITE. AND THERE'S A BI G LAUNDRY LI ST OF THEM THE | MPORTANT THI NG
IS

NOT' SO MJUCH THE NUMBERS BECAUSE THE NUMBERS ARE ALL OVER THE

PLACE. THE

| MPORTANT THING IS TO NOTE THAT WE LOOKED AT A LARGE NUMBER OF
CONTAM NANTS,

ESSENTI ALLY ALL THE CONTAM NANTS THAT WERE FOUND ABOVE

BACKGROUND LEVELS OUT

THERE. AND JUST FROM A QUALI TATI VE SENSE, |'LL SAY THAT FOR THE MOST
PART,

THESE LEVELS OF CONTAM NATI ON ARE NOT PARTI CULARLY HI GH OR THAT - -

I'N

OTHER WORDS, THEY' RE NOT SI GNI FI CANT I N TERMS OF RI SK. AS SANDY HAS
ALREADY

MENTI ONED, THE ONLY ONES THAT ARE SI GNI FI CANT IN TERM5S OF RI SK ARE
SOVE OF

THE GROUNDWATER NUMBERS FOR JUST A FEW OF THE CONTAM NANTS, AND

I"LL GO I NTO

THAT IN A LITTLE MORE DETAIL IN A MNUTE. BUT FOR MOST OF THE
CONTAM NANTS

AND FOR MOST OF THE MEDI A, SURFACE SO L, SURFACE WATER, AND

SEDI MENTS, THE

CONTAM NANT LEVELS ARE NOT SIGNI FI CANT I N TERMS OF RI SK.  WHENEVER
VE LOOK

AT A BASELI NE RI SK ASSESSMENT, WE HAVE TO LOCK AT THE TOXICITY OF THE
CONTAM NANTS | NVOLVED. DI FFERENT CONTAM NANTS HAVE DI FFERENT

TOXI C EFFECTS.

HOW TOXI C ARE THE CONTAM NANTS THAT WE FOUND THERE AND | N WHAT

WAY ARE THEY

TOXI C? WE GENERALLY LOOK AT TOXINS AND SPLIT THEM UP | NTO TWO
CATEGORI ES:

CARCI NOGENS

VERSUS NON- CARCI NOGENS.  CARCI NOGENS ARE CONTAM NANTS WHI CH ARE
KNOWN TO

CAUSE OR ARE SUSPECTED OF CAUSI NG THE DEVELOPMENT OF CANCER. MANY
CONTAM NANTS | NCLUDI NG SOVE OF THE ONES FOUND HERE ARE NOT

CONSI DERED TO BE

CARCI NOGENI C, BUT HAVE OTHER ADVERSE HEALTH | MPACTS; FOR | NSTANCE,
TOXI C

EFFECTS ALL SPECI FI C ORGANS SUCH AS THE KI DNEYS OR THE LI VER. THERE
ARE

SOVE CONTAM NANTS WHI CH HAVE BOTH CARCI NOGENI C AND

NON- CARCI NOGENI C EFFECTS.

WE TRY TO CONTRCOL EXPOSURE TO THOSE BASED ON WHI CH OF THOSE TWO | S
THE MOST

SEVERE OR THE MOST LI KELY. FOR NON- CARCI NOGENS, WE DEAL W TH THE
EXPOSURE



TO CARCI NOGENS AND NON- CARCI NOGENS DI FFERENTLY. FOR

NON- CARCI NOGENS, I T'S

ASSUMED THAT AT CERTAI N LOW LEVELS OF EXPOSURE, THERE ARE NO
ADVERSE

O MPACTS. | N OTHER WORDS, YOU CAN BE EXPOSED TO A CERTAI N AMOUNT O
A

NON- CARCI NOGEN UP TO A CERTAI N THRESHOLD LEVEL AND BELOW THAT

THERE ARE NO

| MPACTS. YOUR BODY CAN HANDLE THAT EXPOSURE. ABOVE THAT

THRESHOLD LEVEL,

THEN ADVERSE | MPACTS RESULT. AT SUPERFUND SI TES, WE' RE REQUI RED TO
REDUCE

NON- CARCI NOGEN RI SK TO A LEVEL SUCH THAT THE HAZARD | NDEX RESULTI NG
FROM

EXPOSURE TO THOSE CONTAM NANTS IS LESS THAN ONE. SOME CONFUSI NG
TERMS

THERE, BUT THE HAZARD | NDEX | S DEFI NED AS THE RATI O OF THE LEVEL OF
ACTUAL

EXPOSURE COMPARED TO THE SAFE LEVEL OF | NTAKE FOR THAT G VEN
CONTAM NANT.

IN OTHER WORDS, | F YOU JUST PUT THE

EXPOSURE LEVEL DI VI DED BY THE SAFE LEVEL, |F THAT'S GREATER THAN ONE,
OBVI QUSLY YOU RE OVER THE SAFE LEVEL OF EXPOSURE AND THAT'S A
PROBLEM THI S

SAFE | NTAKE LEVEL IS KNOWN AS THE REFERENCE DOSE, AND THAT

REFERENCE DOSE | S

DEPENDENT LI KE THI NGS LI KE BODY WEI GHT, | T'S DEPENDENT ON AGE. VHEN

VE DO A

RI SK ASSESSMENT, WE USE THE MOST - - - ESSENTIALLY A WORSE CASE
EVALUATI ON

OF REFERENCE. | N OTHER WORDS, WE USE THE MOST STRI NGENT OF THE
VARI QUS

REFERENCE DOSES THAT M GHT EXI ST FOR A G VEN CONTAM NANT.
CARCI NOGENS ARE
DI FFERENT. WHEN WE DO TOXI CI TY ASSESSMENT FOR CARCI NOGENS, WE

ASSUME THAT

ANY CONTAM NATI ON TO A CARCI NOGEN, NO MATTER HOW SMALL, RESULTS IN
A

PROPORTI ONAL LEVEL OF RISK. I N OTHER WORDS, THERE | S NO ZERO RI SK
LEVEL OF

EXPOSURE AS THERE ARE FOR NON- CARCI NOGENS. AT SUPERFUND SI TES,

WE' RE

REQUI RED TO REDUCE THE RI SK ASSOCI ATED W TH EXPOSURE TO

CARCI NOGENS TO LESS

THAN ONE TI MES TEN TO THE M NUS FOUR. I N OTHER WORDS, IN TERMS OF
ODDS, ONE

N TEN THOUSAND. FOR THE RUTLEDGE SI TE TH S MEANS THAT UNDER EVEN
THE MOST

WORSE CASE AND STRI NGENT EXPOSURE SCENARI OGS WHI CH | NCLUDES THE
FUTURE



EXPOSURE SCENARI O OF PEOPLE LIVING ON THE SI TE FOR THEI R ENTI RE LI VES,
THAT

MEANS THOSE RESI DENTS SHOULD NOT HAVE A GREATER THAN ONE I N TEN
THOUSAND

CHANCES OF CONTRACTI NG CANCER DUE TO EXPOSURE TO SI TE

CONTAM NANTS. THAT' S

AN | MPORTANT

PO NT, EXPOSURE TO SI TE CONTAM NANTS. THI'S ONE I N TEN THOUSAND | S THE
EXCESS RI SK ASSOCI ATED W TH THE SI TE, THE RI SK ABOVE AND BEYOND THE

Rl SK

THAT WE ALL FACE LIVING IN A MODERN ENVI RONVENT OF CONTRACTI NG
CANCER. THE

RISK I'S FAIRLY H GH AS VE ALL KNOW A VERY MANY PEOPLE CONTRACT
CANCER AND

DI E FROM CANCER. AND I T'S NOT CLEARLY UNDERSTOOD WHAT ALL THE
CAUSES ARE OR

WHAT ALL THE REASONS WHY PEOPLE CONTRACT CANCER. BUT WHAT WE TRY

TO DO IN

CONTROLLI NG CARCI NOGENI C RI SK FROM A SUPERFUND SI TE | S MAKE SURE

THAT THE

ADDI TI ONAL RI SK THAT ANYONE EXPERI ENCES AS A RESULT OF SITE

CONTAM NATION | S

ONE I N TEN THOUSAND. ACTUALLY, YOUR RI SK OF CONTRACTI NG CANCER I F
YOQU LI VED

TO A RIPE OLD AGE | S PRETTY MJCH ONE IN FOUR OR ONE IN THREE. SO THE
EXCESS

Rl SK THAT WE TRY TO CONTRCL SI TE EXPOSURE TO | S MJCH, MJUCH LESS THAN
THE

ENVI RONMVENTAL RI SK THAT WE ALL EXPERI ENCE FROM LI VING I N A MODERN
WORLD. SO

WE' RE NOT SAYI NG THAT BY CONTROLLI NG THE RUTLEDGE PROPERTY

EXPOSURE THAT

WE' RE GO NG TO REDUCE EVERYBODY' S | NDI VI DUAL RI SK OF CANCER TO ONE I N
TEN

THOUSAND; WE' RE JUST GO NG TO REDUCE THE RI SK ASSOCI ATED W TH THI S
SITE TO

ONE IN TEN THOUSAND OR LESS. WTH THAT IN MND, |I'M GO NG TO JUWMP RI GHT
TO

THE RESULTS OF THE RI SK ASSESSMENT. HERE'S A BREAKDOWN OF THE SI TE
Rl SKS,

THE FOUR EXPOSURE SCENARI OS, THE HAZARD | NDEX, WHICH I S

ONON- CARCI NOGENI C RI SK, AND CARCI NOGENI C RI SK.  FOR THE ON SI TE WORKE
AND

THE SI TE VI SI TOR YOU CAN SEE THAT THE HAZARD | NDEX IS MJCH, MJCH LESS
THAN

ONE AND THAT THE CARCI NOGENIC RISK IS VERY LOWN NOW CONVERTI NG



THOSE

NUMBERS TO ODDS, THIS IS ABOUT ONE IN A HALF A MLLION AND THIS IS
ABOUT ONE

IN FIVE MLLION. FOR THE FUTURE EXPOSURE SCENARI OS FOR THE ADULT
RESI DENT

AND THE CHI LD RESI DENT, THE HAZARD | NDEX | S MJCH GREATER THAN ONE
VHI CH

MEANS THERE |'S AN UNACCEPTABLE LEVEL OF RI SK, AND THE CARCI NOGENI C
RI SK I'S

MUCH GREATER THAN ONE TI MES TEN TO THE M NUS FOUR WHI CH AGAI N
MEANS THERE | S

AN UNACCEPTABLE CARCI NOGENI C RI SK.  RATHER THAN COVPARED TO THE
ONE IN TEN

THOUSAND, THIS IS ABOUT ONE I N SEVENTY AND THIS IS ABOUT ONE IN A
HUNDRED.

SO ONCE VE HAVE DETERM NED THAT THERE |I'S AN UNACCEPTABLE LEVEL OF
Rl SK

ASSOCI ATED WTH THE SITE, WE TRIED TO LOOK AT WHERE | S THAT RI SK
COM NG

FROM  AND REMEMBER FROM THAT PREVI QUS SLI DE THE CURRENT RI SK
LEVELS ARE

ACCEPTABLE; I T'S ONLY THE FUTURE EXPOSURE SCENARI CS, THE | DEA THAT
SOVEONE

WOULD COME THERE, BUI LD A HOUSE ON THE SITE, SINK A WELL I NTO THE
CONTAM NATED GROUNDWATER, AND USE THAT AS A POTABLE WATER SUPPLY
FOR

DRI NKI NG, COCKI NG, BATHI NG. BUT EVEN UNDER THOSE EXPOSURE
SCENARI CS, WE

LOOK AT WHERE THE RISK IS COM NG FROM  AND AS SANDY HAS ALREADY
MENTI ONED,

IT"S ALL COM NG FROM GROUNDWATER PATHWAYS,

DRI NKI NG, AND SHOWERI NG. THE HAZARD | NDEX ASSCClI ATED W TH THAT
PATHWAY | S

400. THE RISK IS ABOUT ONE I N SEVENTY AGAIN. ALL THE OTHER PATHWAYS,
THE

CONTACT WTH SO L, THE ACCI DENTAL | NGESTION OF SO L, THE PLAYING I N THE
CREEKS, ALL THAT ADDS UP TO A HAZARD | NDEX OF .32; AGAIN MUCH LESS
THAN ONE,

AND A CARCI NOGENI C RI SK OF ABOUT THREE TIMES TEN TO THE M NUS FI VE
WHICH I S

ABOUT ONE I N THI RTY- THREE THOUSAND. SO | F WE COULD CONTROL THE
GROUNDWATER

PATHWAY AND EXPOSURE TO CONTAM NATED GROUNDWATER, WE CAN

ESSENTI ALLY

ELI M NATE ALL OF THE UNACCEPTABLE RI SK ASSOCI ATED WTH THI' S SI TE STILL
KEEPI NG I N M ND THAT THAT UNACCEPTABLE RI SK IS STILL BASED ONLY ON
FUTURE

EXPOSURE SCENARI OS, EXPOSURE SCENARI OS WHICH DON' T EXI ST NOW  THAT
WAS FOR

THE ADULT. THI S IS THE SAME THING FOR THE CHI LD. I T S THE SAME STORY,



ITS

JUST THAT THE RI SK NUMBERS ARE A LI TTLE H GHER. THE HAZARD | NDEX 948
RATHER

THAN 400 JUST REFLECTS AGAI N THE SMALLER BCODY WEI GHT OF THE CHI LD,
THE

GREATER FREQUENCY THAT A CHILD M GHT PLAY IN A CREEK AS OPPCSED TO
AN ADULT.

HOPEFULLY, MOST ADULTS WOULDN' T GO OUT AND PLAY I N THE CREEK EVEN | F
THEY

KNEWIT WAS - - - WHETHER THEY KNEW I T WAS CONTAM NATED OR NOT. ALL
THE
OTHER PATHWAYS - - - WELL, FOR THE CHI LD RESI DENT, THERE' S STILL SOVE

UNACCEPTABLE RI SK ASSOCI ATED W TH SOME OF THE OTHER PATHWAYS, BUT
THI S AGAI N
IS A FUTURE

EXPOSURE SCENARI O AND | S NOT OCCURRI NG NOW  AND THE CARCI NOGENI C
RI SK I'S

VERY LOW AGAI N, ABOUT ONE | N TVWENTY- THREE THOUSAND. AND THEN THE
FI NAL

QUESTI ON ONCE VEE | DENTI FY THAT THERE | S SOVE RI SK AT THE SI TE, WHAT
CONTAM NANTS ARE CAUSI NG THE RI SK. REMEMBER THAT BI G LAUNDRY LI ST
OF

CONTAM NANTS THAT WE HAD? | DON T KNOW EXACTLY HOW MANY, 25 OR 30,
WHAT

CONTAM NANTS ARE CONTRI BUTI NG TO THE EXCESS RI SK AT THE SI TE? FOR
THE ADULT

RESI DENT, 99.8 PERCENT OF THE NON- CARCI NOGENI C RI SK COMVES FROM THREE
CONTAM NANTS | N THE GROUNDWATER: MANGANESE, TRI CHLORCETHENE - -
EXCUSE

ME, THREE CONTAM NANTS, AND 1,2 DI CHLOROETHENE. ONE HUNDRED OF THE
CARCI NOGENI C RI SK COMES FROM TWO CONTAM NANTS:  TRI CHLOROETHENE,
WHICH I S

ONE OF THE SAME FOR THE NON- CARCI NOGENI C RI SK, AND VI NYL CHLORI DE.
FOR THE

CHI LD RESI DENTS, THE SAME CONTAM NANTS CONTRI BUTE ALMOST EXACTLY
THE SAME

OLEVELS OF RISK. | M GHT PO NT OQUT THAT 1,2 DI CHLOROETHENE AND VI NY
CHLORI DE ARE LI KELY TO BE BREAKDOWN OR DEGRADATI ON PRODUCTS OF

THE

TRI CHLORCETHENE. SO PROBABLY THERE' S A TRI CHLOROETHENE PROBLEM
THERE OR A

DI SPOSAL THERE AT ONE TI ME. OVER THE YEARS, NATURAL DEGRADATI ON
PRODUCTS

TEND TO BREAK THAT DOWN | NTO LESS COWPLEX MOLECULES, AND THOSE
DEGRADATI ON

PRODUCTS TEND TO BE 1,2 DI CHLOROETHENE AND VI NYL CHLORIDE. SO YOU RE
SEEI NG

NOT ONLY THE ORI Gl NAL SOURCE



OF THE PROBLEM I N THE TRI CHLOROETHENE, BUT ALSO I N THE BREAKDOWN

PRODUCTS OF

THAT OVER TIME. SO FI NALLY, CONCLUSI ONS ASSOCI ATED W TH THE
RUTLEDGE

BASELI NE RI SK ASSESSMENT, THERE |'S NO UNACCEPTABLE RI SK UNDER
CURRENT

EXPOSURE CONDI TIONS FOR THE SITE VISITOR OR THE ON SITE WORKER.  ALL
THE

UNACCEPTABLE RI SK ASSOCI ATED | S ASSOCI ATED W TH POTENTI AL FUTURE
EXPOSURE

SCENARI GS. I N OTHER WORDS, PEOPLE LIVING ON THE SI TE, AND EVEN THOSE
Rl SKS

ARE ASSCCI ATED ALMOST EXCLUSI VELY W TH EXPOSURE TO CONTAM NATED

DRI NKI NG

WATER, CONTAM NATED GROUNDWATER. AND THE RI SK LEVELS ARE

PRI MARI LY

ASSOCI ATED W TH EXPOSURE TO MANGANESE, TRI CHLOROETHENE, VI NYL

CHLORI DE, AND

1,2 DI CHLOROETHENE. SO |'LL LET SANDY GO BACK OVER OUR PROPOSED PLAN
FOR

THE SITE, AND |I'LL BE AROUND FOR QUESTI ONS REGARDI NG THE RI SK
ASSESSMENT

LATER ON. THANK YQU.

SANDY MYERS: THANK YOU, BERNIE. AT THIS PO NT, |'D LIKE TO BRI EFLY
DI SCUSS WHAT WE DI D AT THE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON. HOW DI D WE GO
OUT AND
STUDY THE SI TE, HOW DI D WVE COVE UP W TH VWH CH PATHWAYS WE THI NK
CREATE THE
MOST RI SK.  ESSENTI ALLY, WE TOOK SEVEN SURFACE WATER SAMPLES, SEVEN
SEDI MENT
SAMPLES, A TOTAL OF SI XTY-FIVE SO L SAMPLES, AND FORTY- ONE
GROUNDWATER
SAMPLES. |'M GO NG TO THROW UP A FEW CHARTS HERE TO SHOW YOU WHERE
THESE
SAMPLES WERE TAKEN. I T'S A LITTLE DI FFI CULT TO

SEE, | APOLOG ZE. BUT THIS IS THE SITE MAP, AND THESE ARE THE LOCATI ONS

OF

THE SURFACE WATER AND SEDI MENT SAMPLES RI GHT HERE, HERE, THERE,

THERE, AND

HERE. THOSE ARE THE SEVEN SPOTS. FOR THE 65 SO L SAMPLES |'M NOT GO NG
TO

BE ABLE TO PO NT EVERY ONE OUT TO YOU, BUT THESE DOTS | NDI CATE WHERE

VE TOOK

SURFACE SO L SAMPLES. AS YOU CAN SEE, THEY' RE SCATTERED ALL OVER THE

SI TE.

AND THESE ROUND DOTS | NDI CATE WHERE WE TOOK SUBSURFACE SO L
SAMPLES. THE



PO NT OF THESE FIGURES IS SI MPLY TO SHOW YOU THAT WE SPREAD THESE

SANMPLES

OUT ALL OVER THE SI TE WHERE WE FEEL THE WASTE DI SPOSAL PRACTI CES
OCCURRED,

AND VE FEEL LI KE WE SAMPLED THESE MEDI A PRETTY WELL. FOR THE
GROUNDWATER,

WE SAMPLED I N THESE LOCATI ONS. AND AS YOU CAN SEE, YOU HAVE A
SHALLOW VEELL

AND A DEEP WELL OR A ROCK WELL SO YOU VE GOT TWO VELLS AT EACH ONE
OF THESE

LOCATI ONS.  VWHEN WE SAMPLED THE GROUNDWATER, WE CAME UP W TH LI KE
BERNI E

SAI D, A LAUNDRY LI ST OF CONTAM NANTS. AND YOU RUN THOSE NUMBERS
THROUGH THE

RI SK ASSESSMENT, AND YOU DI SCOVER WHERE THE PROBLEM I'S.  AND I N DO NG
SO,

YOU END UP W TH AN AREA OF CONTAM NATED GROUNDWATER CALLED THE
PLUME. THI' S

FI GURE HERE | NDI CATES THE GROUNDWATER CONTAM NANT PLUME | N

RELATI ON TO THE

SI TE BOUNDARY. AS YOU CAN SEE, THE CONTAM NATED GROUNDWATER

PLUME | S

BASI CALLY WTHI N THE SI TE BOUNDARY. TH' S PLUME | S A COVBI NATI ON OF
ALL FOUR

CONTAM NANTS THAT WE' RE LOOKI NG AT: THE TRI CHLOROETHENE, THE 1, 2

0Dl CHLOROETHENE, MANGANESE, AND VI NYL CHLCRI DE. ALL THOS

CONTAM NANTS ADDED

TOGETHER G VE US THIS ONE PLUME. SO THI'S TELLS US WHERE WE THI NK THE
PLUME

I'S. WE FEEL VERY CONFI DENT THAT WE' VE DEFI NED THE PLUME I N THI S AREA.
AND

FROM THI S PO NT, WE HAVE AN | DEA OF WHAT WE' RE DEALI NG WTH. WE THEN
EXAM NED THE CONTAM NANTS THAT WE' RE TALKI NG ABOUT | N PARTI CULAR

THI S

CHART HERE SHOWS THE THREE VOLATI LE ORGANI CS AND THE ONE

I NORGANI C,

MANGANESE. | T ALSO SHOWS THE HI GHEST LEVEL THAT WAS DETECTED ON

SI TE, AND

I T SHONS THE REMEDI ATI ON LEVELS THAT WE' RE GO NG TO CLEAN THI' S UP TO.
NOW

THESE THREE VOLATILE ORGANICS, THE CLEANUP LEVEL IS SIMPLE. |IT' S WHAT' S
CALLED THE M C. L. OR THE MAXI MUM CONTAM NANT LEVEL. AND FOR THOSE

OF YQU

THAT RECEI VED A PROPOSED PLAN, IN THE BACK I T G VES A DEFI NI TI ON OF
MAXI MUM

CONTAM NANT LEVEL. BUT SIMPLY, IT'S A PERM SSI BLE LEVEL THAT THE
AGENCY

ACCEPTS. THAT'S ESSENTI ALLY THE BOTTOM LI NE. THESE LEVELS ARE WHAT
WE' RE

GO NG TO CLEAN UP TO FOR THESE THREE VOLATI LI ZE. NOW FOR MANGANESE,



WE' RE

GO NG TO CLEAN UP ABOUT 200. THE UNITS ON THI S ARE M CROGRAMS PER

LI TER

THERE IS NO M C. L. FOR MANGANESE. HOWWE' VE COVE UP WTH THI S NUMBER
IS

| T"S APPROXI MATELY THE BACKGROUND CONCENTRATI ON OF MANGANESE.

YOU TAKE A

SAMPLE FROM OFF

SITE AND YOU COVPARE THAT TO WHAT YOU VE GOT ON SITE. WE HAD H GH
LEVELS OF

MANGANESE ON SI TE AT ABOUT 3, 600. WE NEED TO CLEAN UP TO
BACKGROUND, WHI CH

'S ESSENTI ALLY 200 M CROGRAMS PER LI TER. SO THESE - - -

TONY JANNETTA: CAN WE ASK QUESTI ONS AS YOU GO ALONG OR DO YoU
WANT TO
WAI'T UNTIL A CERTAIN TI ME.

SANDY MYERS: NO, ABSOLUTELY. YOU CAN ASK QUESTI ONS NOW

TONY JANNETTA: FROM THE BEG NNI NG THAT AUGHT TO BE MADE KNOWN
BECAUSE
WE HAD QUESTI ONS FROM THE PREVI QUS SPEAKER. AT THE END, HALF OF US
W LL
FORGET HALF OF THE PROGRAM | DO HAVE SOMVE QUESTI ONS ON THE AREA OF
THE
CONTAM NATED SOURCE THAT WAS TESTED. MY NAME IS TONY JANNETTA,
AND THE
QUESTI ONS | HAVE W TH RESPECT TO THE AREA THAT WAS TESTED AND THE
THREE,
FOUR, OR FI VE COVPOUNDS THAT WERE DETECTED TO HAVE CARCI NOGENS | N
THE WATER,
YOU RE SAYING THE SO L DOES NOT - - - WE' RE NOT WORRI ED ABOUT THE SO L
AS OF
NOW WE' RE WORRI ED ABOUT THE WATER, UNDERGROUND WATER STREAMS.
WAS THE
NEI GHBORHOOD ADEQUATELY TESTED I N ADDI TION TO THE SI TE AREA AS TO
HOW FAR
THE PLUME WAS ON THE STRATOSPHERE OF THE WATER?

SANDY MYERS: WE FEEL LIKE - - - | WANT TO SHOW YOU A MAP THAT HAS
THE
WELLS. WHAT WE' VE DONE AS YOU CAN SEE UP HERE IN THE CORNER, THI S
PRI VATE
VWELL WHICH I S

APPROXI MATELY 500 FEET | N THAT DI RECTI ON, WE SAMPLED THAT WELL. WE



SAVPLED

THI S PRI VATE WELL HERE. WE SAMPLED A PRI VATE WELL THAT'S ON SITE, IT S
Kl ND

OF HARD TO SEE. AND WE SAMPLED THI S OTHER PRI VATE WELL HERE.

JERRY COLLINS: ARE THERE ANY OTHER PROPERTIES IN THAT VICINITY IN
THE
PERI METER WHERE THE PLUME | S THAT ARE ON WELL WATER OR CI TY WATER?
MY NAME
'S JERRY COLLINS. MY QUESTION IS YOU VE CHECKED THE WELLS AND THE
OUTER
LOCATI ONS MORE OR LESS IT SEEMS LIKE. THE BI GGEST QUESTI ON, ARE THERE
VELLS
IN THE VICINI TY JUST OQUTSI DE THAT PLUME OR | S EVERYONE THERE | N THAT
AREA,
OARE THEY ON CI TY WATER AND SEWAGE

SANDY MYERS: THESE FOLKS RI GHT HERE ARE ON CI TY WATER. WE' VE BEEN
| NDI CATED THEY' RE ON CI TY WATER. THI S ARROW HERE, BY THE WAY,

| NDI CATES THE

DI RECTI ON OF GROUNDWATER FLOW  WHAT THAT'S TELLING YOU | S THAT'S - -
THI S

'S THE DI RECTI ON THAT THE CONTAM NANTS ARE MOVI NG ESSENTI ALLY. WE
SAVPLED

THESE WELLS OUT HERE, AND WE CAME UP W TH VERY LOWH TS OR VERY LOW
CONCENTRATI ONS AT THIS ONE WELL. THE LEVELS OF THE CONTAM NANT

THAT VE

FOUND HERE ARE ALREADY BELOW THE FEDERAL M C. L. OF FI VE M CROGRAMS
PER

LITER. SO THERE WAS A TRACE HI T THERE, YES, BUT THE LEVEL THAT VE
FOUND

THERE IS SO LOW THAT TO THIS PO NT IT'S NOT FIGURED I N I NTO THE SCOPE OF
THI' S GROUNDWATER PLUME.

TONY JANNETTA: THAT' S MOSTLY CONTAI NED TO THE SI TE? MOSTLY THE
PROBLEM | S CONTAI NED TO THE SI TE?

SANDY MYERS: YES, SIR. AT THI'S PO NT WE FEEL THAT THE PLUME IS
ESSENTI ALLY THE SHADED AREA HERE. NOW THE VERY FI RST SLI DE THAT |
SHOWED
YOU ALL TONI GHT, THI'S WAS THE FI RST SLIDE, THI S SHOAS OTHER WVELLS I N
THE
AREA.  NOW WE VEENT | N AND ASKED THESE RESI DENTS | F THEY WERE USI NG
THESE
VELLS, AND WE TOOK WHAT'S CALLED A VELL SURVEY. WE DI D NOT SAMPLE
THESE
WELLS BECAUSE WE FELT THAT THEY' RE APPROXI MATELY, | F YOU CAN SEE THE
SCALE,

THEY' RE ANYWHERE FROM A QUARTER TO A HALF A M LE AWAY. SO G VEN A
FEW
CONSI DERATI ONS LI KE THE GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY AND HOW THE SI TE - -



THE

SI TE CONCEPTUAL MODEL, WHAT WE DI D WAS SAMPLE THESE WELLS | NSTEAD.
THI S

WELL HERE IS SLI GHTLY DOWNGRADE FROM THE SITE, AND I T'S ROUGHLY 500
FEET

FROM THE SI TE SO WE CHOSE TO SAMPLE THAT WELL.

TONY JANNETTA: THE DEPTH WHEN YOU FI RST TRACED CONTAM NANTS I N
THE
WELL WOULD BE WHAT FROM THE M NI MUM TO THE DEEPEST PO NT?

SANDY MYERS: THAT'S A GOOD QUESTI ON. THE DEPTH OF THESE WELLS,
OBVI QUSLY WE' VE GOT SHALLOW AND ROCK WELLS AND ACRCSS THE SI TE
THOSE DEPTHS
ARE GO NG TO VARY. | BELI EVE OUR DEEPEST WELL IS ABOUT 58 FEET OR 56
FEET,
SOVEWHERE | N THAT NEI GHBORHOOD. AND OUR SHALLOW WVELL

M GHT BE 25 FEET. BUT AGAIN, THE DEPTH OF THESE WELLS VARY, BUT THAT
Gl VES
YOU A BROAD RANGE.

TONY JANNETTA: DOES THAT CORRELATE W TH THE HOVEOWNERS' WELLS
AND HOW
DEEP THEY WERE?

SANDY MYERS: THAT'S AN EXCELLENT QUESTI ON AND THAT 1S SOVETHI NG
THAT
WRI TTEN IN THI' S PROPOSED PLAN WE ARE GOl NG TO | NVESTI GATE THAT AT THE
REMEDI AL DESI GN PHASE. WHAT WE' RE GO NG TO DO I'S GO BACK I N
PARTI CULAR AND
LOOK AT THESE PRI VATE WELLS. | N PARTI CULAR PRI VATE WELL 4, WE RE
GO NG TO
GO BACK AND CHECK THE DEPTH OF THAT WELL. AND |IF THAT WELL IS
SCREENED OR
IF IT'S MUCH DEEPER THAN THE WELLS THAT WE HAVE ON SITE, LET'S SAY IT'S
AT
150 FEET OR 100 FEET, THEN WE' RE GO NG TO HAVE TO GO BACK AND PUT A
DEEPER
VWELL TO MAKE SURE THAT THE CONTAM NANTS AREN T GO NG UNDERNEATH
THI S.

TONY JANNETTA:  WHY HASN T THI' S BEEN DONE TO BEG N W TH? SEEMS LI KE
O T S ASS- BACKWARDS. | MEAN WE' RE SPENDI NG EPA MONEY; WE' RE SPENDI N
TAXPAYERS' MONEY. LOCKS LIKE TO ME TO GET AN ANALYSI S AND YOU RE
DI GGl NG
VELLS, YOU WOULD SURVEY THE WHOLE SI TE AND | F THERE ARE DEEPER
VELLS, YQU
WOULD GO DEEPER | F YOU FOUND TRACES AT ALL I N THE RESI DENTI AL WVELLS.
SO
YOU RE REALLY REDUPLI CATI NG WHAT YOU RE GO NG TO HAVE TO DO | F THAT



HAPPENS.

AND YOU RE SAYI NG GROUNDWATER |'S THE ONLY CONTAM NATED SOURCE.
HOW ABOUT

THE CITY'S

| NFRASTRUCTURE ON CHERRY ROAD, WATER AND SEVER. HAS ANYTHI NG

BEEN TESTED

ACROSS THE ROAD TO SEE | F THERE' S ANY CONTAM NANTS ON THE CI TY SI DE
PERTAI NING TO THE CI TY' S | NFRASTRUCTURE, PERTAI NI NG TO WATER AND
SEVER?

THERE' S BEEN SI TUATI ONS WHERE YOU COULD HAVE CONTAM NANTS

I NFI LTRATI NG CI TY

SYSTEMS I N THE GROUND. SO IF YOU VE GOT A LOWWATER TABLE, WHICH I T

VARI ES
FROM TI ME TO TI ME, YOU MAY HAVE A BREAK IN THE CI TY SYSTEM VWHERE
YOU VE GOT
CONTAM NANTS FROM THE SI TE GO NG BACK IN THE CITY SYSTEM SO HAS
THAT BEEN
LOOKED AT?

SANDY MYERS: [|'D LIKE TO ADDRESS YOUR FI RST QUESTION FI RST. YQU SAI D
THAT | T SOUNDS LI KE WE' RE GO NG BACKWARDS HERE. WE' RE SAYI NG THAT
WE' RE
GO NG TO COVE BACK AND LOOK AT THI' S WELL, WE M GHT HAVE TO END UP
PUTTI NG
ANOTHER DEEP WELL. THAT IS TRUE, BUT TO THIS PO NT | F WE DO GO BACK
AND DO
THAT, IT'S NOT GO NG TO CHANGE OUR REMEDI AL ALTERNATIVE WHICH | S
ESSENTI ALLY

GO NG TO BE GROUNDWATER TREATMENT.

TONY JANNETTA: OKAY, QUESTION. GROUNDWATER TREATMENT. YOU VE
ALREADY
- - - | WOULD ASSUME THAT YOU VE ALREADY DONE A BASI C TREATMENT OF
THE
GROUNDWATER THAT EXI STS FROM SI TE.

SANDY MYERS: NO, SIR  WE HAVE NOT.
TONY JANNETTA: YOU HAVE NOT DONE THAT YET?

SANDY MYERS: NO, SIR

TONY JANNETTA: YOU DON' T KNOW VWHAT CHEM CALS OR ANYTHI NG W LL
NEUTRALI ZE OR BRI NG | NTO COVPATI BI LI TY BEFORE YOU EVEN START
DUMPING IT IN
THE CI TY SYSTEM OR WHATEVER SYSTEM METHOD YOU PLAN TO USE. NO
METHOD HAS



BEEN USED WHEN YOU EXTRACTED THI S WATER OUT TO BRING I T DOWN TO AN
ACCEPTABLE LEVEL FOR AN ACCEPTABLE DUMPI NG WHEREVER THAT SI TE

MAY BE. HAS

ANYTHI NG BEEN TRI ED TO NEUTRALI ZE WHAT' S | N THE WATER SYSTEM NOW?

SANDY MYERS: NO, SIR  WE' RE SIMPLY I N THE | NVESTI GATI ON PHASE OF THE
SUPERFUND PROCESS RI GHT NOW  WE' RE LOOKI NG AT DI FFERENT
ALTERNATI VES THAT
WE CAN USE TO REMEDI ATE THE SITE. WE HAVE NOT EXTRACTED THE
GROUNDWATER
FROM THE SI TE.

TONY JANNETTA: IS THERE TECHNOLOGY ON THOSE COVPOUNDS THAT YQU
RELATED
TO THAT WLL BRING IT TO AN ACCEPTABLE LEVEL BEFORE YOU EVEN
CONSI DER
DUMPING I T I NTO THE CI TY SYSTEM?

BERNI E HAYES: AS SANDY WAS SAYI NG, WE ARE RI GHT NOW JUST TRYI NG TO
DEFI NE THE EXTENT OF THE CONTAM NATI ON AND TO TRY AND TALK ABOUT
TREATMENT
OALTERNATI VES OR TECHNOLOG ES THAT M GHT ADDRESS IT. WE HAVE A GOO
| DEA OF
WHAT' S | N THE GROUNDWATER. WE TESTED THE GROUNDWATER FOR
HUNDREDS OF
CONTAM NANTS AND FOUND THE ONES THAT WE HAVE DESCRI BED ALREADY.
VE KNOW
THAT THERE ARE TECHNOLOGI ES THAT CAN DEAL W TH TAKI NG

THOSE CONTAM NANTS OUT OF THAT GROUNDWATER SO THAT THE WATER I S
REMEDI ATED

TO A PONT WHERE I T'S NOT A PROBLEM NO MATTER HOW YOU GET RID OF IT.
BUT

WE' RE SKI PPI NG WAY AHEAD HERE AS FAR AS THE PROPOSED PLAN GOES.

OBVI OQUSLY A

LOT OF YOU HAVE ALREADY READ I T, BUT THE | DEA OF PUTTI NG AN END TO
THE

TREATMENT SYSTEM THAT ALREADY EXI STS AND THAT W LL BE EFFECTI VE FOR
REMOVI NG

THOSE CONTAM NANTS IS A VERY COST EFFECTI VE WAY OF DO NG | T RATHER
THAN

BUI LDI NG A WHOLE OTHER TREATMENT SYSTEM TO DEAL WTH I T

SPECI FI CALLY.

TONY JANNETTA: THE PO NT ON THAT WOULD BE | F YOU RE GO NG TO TAKE
RAW
UNDERGROUND WATER, WVEE DON' T KNOW HOW LONG, HOWBI G THI S PLUME | S.
DO VEE
KNOW THAT?

SANDY MYERS: | T'S AN ESTI MATI ON, LIKE | SAID BEFORE. YES.



TONY JANNETTA: YOU WOULD KNOW VWHERE THE BEG NNI NG AND ENDI NG
PO NT
WOULD BE ONCE YOU START PUMPI NG?

BERNI E HAYES: THAT'S REALLY A VERY DI FFI CULT THING TO DO. | MEAN
THERE'S NOT - - - |IT'S VERY DI FFI CULT TO ESTI MATE HOW LONG I T WLL TAKE TO
PUMP A G VEN VOLUME OF CONTAM NATI ON OUT OF THE GROUND.

TONY JANNETTA: YOU RE ASKING THE CI TY OF ROCK HI LL TO COVE | N AND
PUT
ADDI TI ONAL CHEM CALS I N THEI R WATER TO TREAT THI S UNDERGROUND
WATER W TH THE
BULK OF THE CITY' S WATER, WTH THE CITY' S WATER ADDI Tl ONAL

CHEM CALS. |'M SAYING THAT THIS IS A CONSI DERATI ON ARE VE - - - WHERE
V\E

MAY BE GO NG ON CONSIDERING THI'S OPTION, |'M SAYING I T WOULD BE BETTER
TO

TREAT I'T BEFORE YOU DUMP I T INTO THE CITY MAIN, CITY SEMER ON SI TE TO
GET

SOME OUT OF THE WAY. THEN THE CITY CAN TAKE | T FROM THAT PO NT I F
THAT WAS

AN OPTI ON.

BERNI E HAYES: THAT'S EXACTLY THE KIND OF COMMENT VEE LI KE TO HEAR

TONY JANNETTA: YOU RE PUTTING THE CI TY AT RI SK BY JUST RUNNING I T
THROUGH THE CI TY SYSTEM BECAUSE I T'S PUTTI NG ADDI TI ONAL CHEM CALS I N
THE
CITY' S WATER TREATMENT FI LTER PLANT.

BERNI E HAYES: THAT'S A GOOD PO NT, AND THOSE ARE EXACTLY THE KI ND
OF
COVMENTS THAT VWE ARE HAVI NG THE MEETI NG TO HEAR BECAUSE JUST AS
THE DOCUMENT
SAYS, THIS | S A PROPCSED PLAN. WE HAVE NOT MADE FI NAL DECI SI ON ABOUT
WHAT
WE' RE GO NG TO DO W TH THI S GROUNDWATER OR HOW WE' RE GO NG TO
REMEDI ATE THE
SITE. SO THESE ARE EXACTLY THE KI ND OF THI NGS THAT WE NEED TO HEAR | S
THE
PUBLI C S REACTI ON OR THE PEOPLE' S REACTI ON TO THESE VARI OQUS
TREATMENT
OPTI ONS AND THE PROBLEMS THAT THEY MAY FORESEE WTH IT. | TH NK VE
NEED TO
COVE BACK TO THE QUESTI ON OF TALKI NG ABOUT THE TREATMENT OPTI ONS.
AND SANDY
"M SURE WLL COVER THAT AS PART OF THE PRESENTATION. AND | KNOWIT'S
Dl FFI CULT TO REMEMBER



YOUR QUESTI ONS AS THI NGS GO ALONG AND | F THERE' S ONE THAT YOU DON T
THI NK

YOU CAN HOLD ON TO UNTIL THE END, THEN CERTAINLY WE'LL TAKE IT. BUT
LET' S

GO AHEAD AND GET THROUGH THE PRESENTATI ON AND MAYBE SOVE OF

THOSE QUESTI ONS

W LL BE ANSWERED BY THE PRESENTATI ON | TSELF AND THAT WAY WE WON' T
HAVE TO BE

HERE SO LONG. SO LET'S GET THIS ONE THEN - - -

JERRY COLLINS: MAY | ASK ONE QUESTI ON BEFORE WE GO | NTO TALKI NG
ABOUT
TREATMENT? YOU HAD MENTI ONED THAT THE PROPERTY THAT WAS A
QUARTER M LE OR
HALF M LE AWAY FROM THE SI TE THAT YOU HAD ASKED WHETHER THEY WERE
USI NG THE
VELLS OR NOT. YOU DI D NOT STATE WHETHER OR NOT THEY WERE USI NG THE
VELLS.

SANDY MYERS: THOSE PROPERTIES, THEY DI D HAVE DRI NKI NG VELLS.
JERRY COLLINS: WERE THEY USI NG THEM?

SANDY MYERS: THE MAJORITY OF THEM YES. |'M NOT POSITIVE I F ALL OF
THEM WERE, BUT | KNOW- - -

JERRY COLLINS: BUT YOU DID NOT TEST ANY OF THOSE WVELLS?
SANDY MYERS: NO. WE DI D NOT TEST THESE WELLS.

JERRY COLLINS: |T SOUNDS TO ME LI KE YOU RE | NCONCLUSI VE ON YOUR
COLLECTI ON.

SANDY MYERS: VWHAT WE DI D | NSTEAD WAS WE PLACED VELLS | N BETVEEN
THE
SI TE SOURCE AREA WHI CH WE BELI EVE

IS RIGHT I N HERE I N THAT LOCATI ON. FOR | NSTANCE, WE HAVE A MONI TORI NG
VAELL

6 WHICH I S A SHALLOW AND A DEEP WELL WHICH IS DI RECTLY BETWEEN THAT
AREA,

THE SOURCE AREA, AND THE RESI DENTI AL WELLS. THAT WELL IS CLEAN.

JERRY COLLINS: THERE IS NO CONTAM NATI ON AT THAT LEVEL?
SANDY MYERS: THERE IS NOT. SO THAT IS SORT OF AN | NDI CATI ON THAT

THE
CONTAM NANT PLUME HAS NOT EXCEEDED THE SI TE BOUNDARY ON THI S SI DE



OF THE
PROPERTY.

JERRY COLLINS: ALSO, FROM WHAT |'VE READ | N THE NEWSPAPER THAT THE
FI RST UNI ON BANK PROPERTY WHEN I T WAS CONSTRUCTED, THEY HAD
EXTRACTED |
THI NK THREE FEET DEEP OF SO L BEFORE THEY BUI LT THE FOUNDATI ON. THE
PROPERTY, THAT FI RST UNI ON BANK, IS NOT | NCLUDED I N THAT PERI METER
THAT USED
TO BE PART OF THE ACTUAL PROPERTY OF THE CHEM CAL COVPANY. | S THAT
CORRECT?
YOU HAVE A BOUNDARY GO NG AROUND THE BANK. | T'S NOT | NCLUDED I N
THAT
PERI METER, IS IT?

SANDY MYERS: THAT'S CORRECT.

JERRY COLLINS: WHY IS THAT NOT IN THERE, BUT THAT WAS PART OF THE
ORI Gl NAL?

O SANDY MYERS: | THI NK THAT MARK M GHT COULD HELP US MORE W TH THI
QUESTION. BUT | THINK IT'S SI MPLY THE FACT THAT THE BANK OMNS THI S
PROPERTY. AND JUST FOR A SI TE BOUNDARY MAP, WE DI D NOT | NCLUDE THAT
PART OF

THE

PROPERTY I N THI S BOUNDARY. HOWEVER, THE PLUME, AS YOU CAN SEE, DOES
GO OVER
THAT PART OF THE SITE AND | T WLL BE REMEDI ATED.

JERRY COLLINS: BUT AS FAR AS THE CONTAM NATED SO L THAT WAS OWNED
- THE PROPERTY THAT WAS ORI G NALLY OANED BY THE COMPANY, THE
CHEM CAL
COVPANY, WAS THAT AREA WHERE THE BANK SI TS WAS | NCLUDED I N THAT
BUT THAT' S
NOT SHOWN?

SANDY MYERS: THAT'S CORRECT.

JERRY COLLINS: ACTUALLY THE ENTI RE AREA THAT WAS PART OF THE
CHEM CAL
COVPANY?

SANDY MYERS: YOU RE CORRECT.

JERRY COLLINS: AND YOU ALSO HAVE NOT STATED ABOUT THAT FROM
WHAT |
READ I N THE PAPER THAT | BELIEVE IT WAS THREE FEET OF SO L WAS
EXTRACTED I N
"84 OR '86, SOMETHI NG LI KE THAT, WAS BEFORE THEY BUI LT THE FOUNDATI ON



TO THE
BANK, AND THAT' S WHEN THEY FOUND THAT THERE WAS CONTAM NATI ON
LEVELS.

SANDY MYERS: RIGHT. EARLY ON IN THE TALK | HAD MENTI ONED THAT
THERE
WERE TWO REMOVALS THAT TOOK PLACE.

JERRY COLLINS: YOU STATED BEHI ND THE BANK. YOU DIDN T SAY ABOUT

THE

PROPERTY WHERE THE BANK | S LOCATED. THEY SAY IN THE PAPERS FROM
WHAT | ' VE

READ THAT ACTUALLY THEY HAD REMOVED SO L FROM THE PROPERTY WHERE
THE BANK

WAS BUI LT ON THAT FOUNDATI ON AREA. AND YOU ALSO HAVEN T

DONE ANY SO L TESTS IN THE AREA PROBABLY BECAUSE I T'S PAVED, | GUESS.
ALL
THAT AREA | S PROBABLY PAVED MORE THAN LI KELY.

BERNI E HAYES: AGAI N, THAT'S SOMETHI NG, THAT'S EXACTLY THE KI ND OF
THI NG THAT WE NEED TO HEAR IS | NFORMATI ON THAT VWE MAY NOT HAVE

BEEN FULLY

AWARE OF OR THI NGS THAT WE NEED TO CHECK UP ON TO SEE IF THERE IS A
NEED TO

SAVMPLE UNDER THE FI LL THAT THE BANK WAS PLACED ON TO THE EXTENT
THAT SO L

WAS REMOVED FROM UNDER THERE SO THAT' S SOMVETHI NG WVE W LL - - -

JERRY COLLINS: ALSO, WHY HASN' T | T BEEN BROUGHT UP AS AN OPTION TO
REMOVE THE SO L IN THI S AREA BECAUSE WHEN YOU REMOVE THE WATER
FROM THI S
PLUME, YOU RE GO NG TO EVENTUALLY GET - - - THE SAME BUI LD UP I N WATER
IS
JUST GO NG TO BE A CONSTANT FI LTRATI ON PROCESS. WHY NOT REMOVE THE
SA L?
THAT' S WHERE THE PROBLEM I'S. THE WATER IS THE RESULT OF IT. THE
PROBLEM | S
THE SO L WHERE THE CHEM CALS AREA. VHY NOT REMOVE THAT?

BERNI E HAYES: A GOOD PO NT. AND AGAIN, IT 'S SOVETHI NG THAT | THI NK
MAY BE COVERED AS PART OF THE FURTHER PRESENTATI ON SO LET'S GO
AHEAD AND GET
THAT OVER WTH, AND THEN WE' LL COVE BACK AND TALK ABOUT SOME OF

THESE THI NGS

OBECAUSE THOSE ARE VERY GOOD PO NTS. | MEAN THOSE ARE EXACTLY TH
KI ND OF

THI NGS WE' RE HERE TO TALK ABOUT AND VVE WANT TO GET INPUT IN AS TO
WHAT FOLKS

THI NK



ABOUT THE REMEDY OF THE PROPOSAL.

SANDY MYERS: VERY QUI CKLY, THESE ARE THE VARI OQUS ALTERNATI VES
THAT VE
LOOKED AT. ESSENTI ALLY, WE HAVE TWO TYPES OF ALTERNATIVES. WE' VE
Gor
ALTERNATI VE 3A AND 3B WHI CH ARE GROUNDWATER EXTRACTI ON AND
TREATMENT ON
SITE, AND 4A AND 4B WHI CH ARE EXTRACTI ON W TH TREATMENT AT THE
P.OT W,
SENDI NG THE CONTAM NATED WATER TO THE P. O. T. W, THE DI FFERENCE
BETWEEN EACH
JUST BEI NG THE NUMBER OF EXTRACTI ON LEVELS. THESE ARE THE
ALTERNATI VES THAT
WE LOOKED AT AND EPA PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE 4B, WHICH IS
GROUNDWATER
EXTRACTI ON USI NG APPROXI MATELY TWO WELLS I N DI RECT DI SCHARGE TO
THE P.OT.W
THE REASON THAT WE CHOSE THI S ALTERNATI VE | S WE' VE GOT SI X REASONS:
NUMBER
1, I'T PROTECTS HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVI RONMENT; NUMBER 2, | T MEETS
APPLI CABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS VWH CH ARE
SI MPLY TYPES
OF RULES AND REGULATIONS. THEY MEET THOSE REGULATIONS. THI S
ALTERNATI VE | S
EFFECTI VE BOTH IN THE SHORT AND THE LONG TERM | T REDUCES
CONTAM NANT
TOXICI TY, MOBILITY, AND VOLUME. |IT S EASY TO | MPLEMENT, AND IT'S COST
EFFECTI VE. NOW COM NG BACK TO THI S CHART HERE, YOU SEE THE
DI FFERENCE FROM
TREATING I'T ON SITE AND SENDING IT DOWN THE P. 0. T.W AS FAR AS THE COST
GOES. I N CHOOSI NG THESE ALTERNATI VES, | FELT PERSONALLY THAT I F THE
P.O. T.W CAN ACCEPT THI S GROUNDWATER, THEN THERE WAS NO

NEED TO BUI LD A TREATMENT PLANT ON SITE TO TREAT THE WATER | F THEY
W LL
TREAT IT FOR US DOWN THE ROAD.

JERRY COLLINS: MAY | ASK A QUESTI ON WHI LE WE' RE ON THAT PO NT RI GHT
THERE? FIRST OFF, |I'M PRETTY SURE EVERYBODY IS AWARE OF THE FACT THAT
THE
WASTE TREATMENT FACI LITY ON DAVE LYLE GOT TO A PO NT WHERE THEY
COULD NOT
HANDLE THE CAPACI TY OF THE WASTE. THEY HAD BEEN SHIPPING I T TO, |
BELI EVE,

I MAY NOT HAVE MY FACTS STRAI GHT, MAYBE LANCASTER OR CHESTER; AND
THAT
FACI LI TY CLOSED DOMN. AND THIS I S ALSO THE SAME PROBLEM WHERE, | T



WAS

NATI ONAL NEWS, WHERE THEY WERE USI NG FECAL MATTER THAT CAME OUT

OF THE DAVE

LYLE TREATMENT FACILITY AND PUTTING IT ON - - - SPREADING I T ON
PASTURES AND

LETTING I'T SIT STAGNANT FOR SO MANY YEARS BEFORE I T'S USABLE. WELL

NOW

YOU RE GO NG TO DuMP ALL THIS CHEM CAL IN THE D.O. T. FACILITIES AND
WHO S TO

SAY THAT MATTER IS NOT GO NG TO BE SCOOPED UP AND THEN SPREAD ON
PASTURES

AGAI'N, FIELDS AGAIN. AND THE WORSE PART ABOUT IT IS WHEN THEY
EXTRACTED

THI' S WASTE AND SPREAD I T ON THE FI ELDS, THEY DIDN T FI ND OUT UNTI L
LATER ON

THAT THERE WERE Al R POCCKETS | N THE WASTE TREATMENT FACI LI TY AND THE
ACTUAL

WASTE, THE FECAL HAD NOT DECOMPOSED THOROUGHLY AND THERE WERE
HUMAN SANI TARY
THI NGS FOUND, BUT THEY ALSO FOUND RAW FECAL MATTER ON THE FI ELDS.

SANDY MYERS: RIGHT. | AM NOT FAM LI AR W TH THAT

SI TE AND THAT PRQJECT.
O JERRY COLLINS: ARE YOU NOT FAM LI AR W TH THAT HEADLI NE NEWS STOR
\-l/-\:!gTNATI ONAL? ROCK HILL HI' T NATI ONAL NEWS FOR THAT.

SANDY MYERS: OFF THE TOP OF MY HEAD, NO, |'M SORRY |'M NOT.

JERRY COLLINS: NOBODY SAW THAT STORY?

SANDY MYERS: NO. |'M NOT SAYI NG NO ONE SAW THE STORY. |'M JUST
SAYI NG |I' M NOT FAM LI AR W TH THAT STORY.

JERRY COLLINS: RIGHT, BUT THI'S WAS NOT STUDI ED THAT MAYBE THE FACT
THAT |F THEY' RE GO NG TO PUMP THIS TO THE D. O. T. CENTER THAT - - -

SANDY MYERS: WE' RE TALKI NG ABOUT EXTRACTI NG THI S GROUNDWATER
AND
SENDING I T VIA THE SEMER LINE TO THE P. O. T. W WHERE THEY TREAT WATER

JERRY COLLINS: THI S IS AT DAVE LYLE. THIS IS THE FACI LITY ON DAVE
LYLE I S WHERE | T WOULD GO THOUGH. THAT'S THE SAME FACI LI TY WHERE
THEY
SCOOPED THI S WASTE OUT AND I T WAS SPREAD ON PASTURES AS FERTI LI ZER.

BERNI E HAYES: THAT'S A VERY COVMON PRACTI CE.

GLEN PELLETT: MY NAME IS GLEN PELLETT. THE MATERI AL THAT WAS



REMOVED

AND SENT TO SEVERAL FARMS | N CHESTER AND YORK COUNTY WAS ACTUALLY
MATERI AL

THAT WAS PLACED IN OLD LAGOONS PRE- 1984 THAT HAD BASI CALLY BEEN

ABANDONED | N PLACE. THAT'S NOT FROM THE CURRENT MANCHESTER PLANT.
THAT

SLUDGE | S TREATED TOTALLY SEPARATELY. SO WHAT YOU RE SPEAKI NG TO I S
NOT THE

SLUDGE THAT' S GO NG TO BE GENERATED FROM ANY OF THE WATER THAT
WOULD BE

DI SCHARGED TO THE P. O. T.W  ANOTHER QUESTI ON | HAD, WE WERE TALKI NG
ABOUT

MAXI MUM CONCENTRATI ONS OF 84, 000 M CROGRAMS PER LI TER DO YOU HAVE
A GUESS

AS TO WHAT THE AVERAGE CONCENTRATION M GHT BE? I T'S GOT TO BE

SI GNI FI CANTLY

LOAER THAN THAT.

BERNIE HAYES: [|'M SURE I T WOULD BE. AGAIN, IT'S Dl FFI CULT TO DO THAT
UNTI L VE DO SOVE PUMP TESTS, UNTIL WE TRY TO DO SOVE DETERM NATI ON
OF VWHAT
THE AVERAGE | NFLUENT M GHT BE. | THI NK JUST TO TRY AND WRAP ALL THI S
UP,
NORMAL SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANTS, P.O T.W'S, WHATEVER YOU CALL THEM
ARE VERY
EFFECTI VE AT REMOVI NG CERTAI N TYPES OF CONTAM NANTS, PARTI CULARLY

VOLATI LE

ORGANI CS, WHI CH THREE OUT OF FOUR CONTAM NANTS WE HAVE HERE ARE
VOLATI LE

ORGANI CS. THEY TEND TO COME OUT I N WHAT'S CALLED THE ACTI VATED
SLUDGE WHERE

THEY BUBBLE A LOT OF OXYGEN AND A LOT OF AIR THROUGH THI S SEWAGE I N
ORDER TO

PROVI DE OXYGEN FOR THE BACTERI A THAT LI VE I N THERE AND THAT BREAK
DOWN THE

CONTAM NANTS THAT ARE NORMALLY IN THE SLUDGE. AT THE SAME TI ME,
THAT

BUBBLI NG ACTI ON, ALL THAT AERATI ON THAT GOES ON | N THE ACTI VATED
SLUDGE HAS

THE BENEFI Cl AL EFFECT OF REMOVI NG VOLATI LE

CONTAM NANTS. SO IT'S UNLI KELY THAT ANY OF THESE VOLATILES I N THEIR
CURRENT

FORM ARE GO NG TO END UP IN THE SLUDGE OR I N THE WATER THAT' S GO NG
ouT OF

THE PLANT. THE SECOND THI NG TO KEEP IN M ND IS THAT I N ORDER TO
CONTROL THE



M GRATI ON OF THI S PLUME, AGAIN WE' RE GETTI NG AHEAD OF OURSELVES

HERE, WE' RE

PROBABLY NOT GO NG TO HAVE TO PUMP A WHOLE LOT OF WATER. | MEAN

THIS I S NOT

MHAT YOU D CALL A VERY PRODUCTI VE AQU FER. I T'S NOT THE KIND OF THI N
THAT

I N ORDER TO CREATE DRAW DOWN I N THE EXTRACTI ON VELLS YOU HAVE TO

PUMP

THOUSANDS AND THOUSANDS OF GALLONS OF WATER. SO THE AMOUNT OF
FLOW THAT

W LL BE GENERATED BY CREATI NG A CONTAI NMENT OR REMEDI ATI ON
GROUNDWATER

EXTRACTI ON SYSTEM FOR THI S PLUME W LL BE VERY LITTLE I N COVPARI SON
TO THE

OVERALL FLOW THAT'S GO NG | NTO SUCH TREATMENT PLANT. SO WHETHER OR
NOT THI S

SYSTEM WHEN I T'S I N PLACE WHETHER I T'S RUNNI NG OR NOT RUNNING I T WLL
BE

VERY DI FFI CULT FOR THE PLANT EVEN TO KNOW I T IN TERM5 OF THE VOLUME
THAT

THEY' D BE RECEIVING. NOW IF IN FACT THE PLANT HAS A CAPACI TY PROBLEM
THAT' S SOVETHI NG WE NEED TO CHECK ON.  AND |I'M GLAD TO HEAR THOSE

KI NDS OF

THI NGS BROUGHT OUT SO THAT WE CAN GO BACK AND MAKE SURE THAT WE' RE
NOT

GETTI NG OURSELVES | NTO SOMVE KI ND OF PROBLEM SO THESE ARE EXACTLY
THE KI ND

OF THINGS WVE WANT TO HEAR. I F THERE | S A COVPLI ANCE PROBLEM W TH THI S
PLANT
WE NEED TO KNOW WE

NEED TO FI ND OUT, ALTHOUGH | THI NK THAT WE' VE ALREADY DETERM NED
THAT IT'S
IN COWPLI ANCE. | F THERE WAS A SLUDGE PROBLEM A SLUDGE DI SPOSAL

PROBLEM

THAT' S ANOTHER THI NG THAT WE NEED TO FI ND OUT ABOUT. SO THESE ARE
THE

THI NGS VVE CAN GO BACK AND CHECK ON TO MAKE SURE THAT WE' RE NOT
GETTI NG

OURSELVES | NTO A Bl GGER PROBLEM THEN WE ALREADY HAVE BY
| MPLEMENTI NG THI S
PREFERRED DI SPOSAL OPTI ON. DI D YOU HAVE ANY MORE?

SANDY MYERS: ACTUALLY, THI S WAS OUR PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE. TH' S
WAS
ESSENTI ALLY THE END OF MY TALK

BERNI E HAYES: OKAY. WELL, LET'S TAKE QUESTI ONS NOW

LARRY CRUMP: | F YOU RE GO NG TO PUMP THE WATER OUT, HOW ARE YQOU
GO NG



TO STOP THE WATER | N THERE BECOM NG CONTAM NATED SI NCE THE

CONTAM NATION | S

IN THE SO L? BY THE WAY, WOULD YOU TAKE YOUR CHI LD AND BRI NG H M TO
FOOTBALL OR SOFTBALL I N THAT FI ELD TODAY? CAN ME AND MY SON GO
ACRCSS THE

STREET AND PASS THE FOOTBALL TO SOME OF MY FAM LY?

BERNI E HAYES: TO ANSWER YOUR QUESTI ON, | WOULD SAY YES. THE SITE
VI SI TOR SCENARI O THAT WE EXAM NED - - -

LARRY CRUMP: WE' RE NOT VISITORS. WE' RE THERE EVERY DAY.

BERNI E HAYES: WELL, A VERY FREQUENT EXPOSURE - - - IT'S NOT JUST THE
TYPE OF EXPOSURE OF SOVEONE WALKI NG

ACROSS THE SI TE ONCE A YEAR OR SOMVETHI NG LI KE THAT. FOR FREQUENCY OF
EXPOSURE AND THAT SITE VISITOR THING | S GENERALLY | THI NK TWO TI MES A
VAEEK,

SEVEN MONTHS OUT OF THE YEAR. SO UNLESS YOU RE OVER THERE PLAYI NG
ON THAT

PROPERTY OR VI SI TI NG THAT PROPERTY MORE THAN TWO OR THREE TI MES A
VEEK, THEN

THE ANSWER IS YES, THEN THE RI SK ASSOCI ATED W TH EXPOSURE TO THE
SURFACE

SO L FROM AN | NCI DENTAL BASIS IS VERY LOW

LARRY CRUMP: P.C. P. IS SOMETHI NG THAT REALLY WORRIES ME. | HAVE A
TEN
YEAR OLD SON | HAVE A HARD TI ME KEEPI NG AN EYE ON TVENTY- FOUR HOURS
AROUND

THE CLOCK.

O BERNI E HAYES: | UNDERSTAND THAT. AND AT A LOT OF SITES THAT' S
PROBLEM  AND | THI NK THE RI SK ASSESSMENT WOULD | NDI CATE - - - THE
RESULTS

OF THE RI SK ASSESSMENT TELL US THAT EVEN UNDER VERY FREQUENT
EXPOSURE FROM A

SITE VISI TOR CH LD PLAYI NG, SI TE TRESPASSER, WHATEVER YOU WANT TO
CALL IT

BASI'S, THE RI SK ASSOCI ATED W TH THAT KIND OF EXPOSURE IS VERY LOW |'M
NOT

SAYI NG | WOULD LET YOUR SON GO OVER THERE AND PLAY FOOTBALL
BECAUSE I T' S

SOVEBODY ELSE'S PROPERTY AND HE COULD GET HURT. | MEAN THI NGS
BESI DES ANY

CONTAM NATI ON THAT HE M GHT EXPERI ENCE OR ANY EXPOSURE HE M GHT
EXPERI ENCE.

"M NOT SAYI NG YOU SHOULD LET HI M GO OVER THERE AND PLAY FOOTBALL.
"M

SAYI NG | F HE GCES OVER THERE AND PLAYS ON



THE SITE ONCE IN A WHILE, THE LEVEL OF CONTAM NATI ON THAT EXI STS OVER
THERE
'S NOT GO NG TO BE A SUBJECT OF RISK TO HI' S HEALTH.

Bl LL RUTLEDGE: WE' VE HAD THE PROPERTY POSTED FOR SEVERAL YEARS
W TH
MANY SI GNS THAT HAVE BEEN TORN DOWN.

LARRY CRUMP: A FENCE WOULD BE MORE APPROPRI ATE. |'M LARRY CRUMP.
AND
"M SURE MR RUTLEDGE HAS PUT SI GNS UP BEFORE BECAUSE |' VE SEEN THEM
uP
BEFORE. SOMETIMES I T'S PEOPLE. THERE ARE STILL PECPLE THAT'S | LLI TERATE.
THERE ARE STILL PEOPLE THAT DON T PAY NO ATTENTION TO THE SIGNS. THEY
MAY
BE WALKI NG AROUND LOCKI NG AT THE GROUND NOT SEEING A SIGN. BUT A
FENCE, A
FENCE MAY KEEP PECPLE FROM GO NG ACROSS I T. | T MAY KEEP MY SON OUT
OF IT
TOO.

JANE DAVENPORT: HAS THE CITY OF ROCK HI LL BEEN ADVI SED OF THE
PROPOSED
PUMPI NG OF THE CHEM CAL CONTAM NATI ONS AND HAVE THEY AGREED TO
PARTI Cl PATE?

SANDY MYERS: YES, MA' AM THEY HAVE.

JANE DAVENPORT: HAS THERE BEEN ENG NEERI NG COST ESTI MATES DONE
ON VWHAT
THE COST WLL BE TO DO THI S?

SANDY MYERS: THOSE COST ESTI MATES WERE LI STED HERE ON THI S CHART.
WE' RE PROPOSI NG ALTERNATI VE 4B WHICH | S ROUGHLY TWO M LLI ON
DOLLARS.

JANE DAVENPORT: WHO DI D THE ESTI MATE?

SANDY MYERS: | T WAS A PRI VATE CONTRACTOR THE EPA

H RED, CDM [INC., BASED OUT OF ATLANTA.

JANE DAVENPORT: |S THERE A COPY OF THAT REPORT OR THAT ESTI MATE
AVAI LABLE?

SANDY MYERS: YES, MA'AM  THAT IS IN WHAT' S CALLED THE REMEDI AL
| NVESTI GATI ON FEASI BI LI TY STUDY. THAT'S IN THE FEASI BI LI TY STUDY
PORTI ON OF



THAT DOCUMENT.

TONY JANNETTA: AGAIN, I T SEEMS LI KE THE DI RECTI ON OF SCLVI NG THE
PROBLEM WHI CH | AGREE THE PROBLEM NEEDS TO BE SOLVED AND I T''S NOT
GO NG TO
GO AWAY, SO ONE OF THE ALTERNATIVES IS GO NG TO BE SUGGESTED AND | T

SOUNDS

OLIKE I TS GO NG TO BE DUMPING I T I NTO THE CITY' S SEWAGE SYSTEM FOR TH
CaTY

TO TREAT IT AT I TS OAN FACI LI TIES. My SUGGESTI ON WOULD BE EPA AND THE
CaTY

MAKE SURE THAT THE | NFRASTRUCTURE THAT YOU RE DUMPI NG THE

CONTAM NATED WATER

IN I'S PROPERLY SECURED AND TI GHT AND IS NOT ANY KIND OF | NFI LTRATI ON
FROM

GROUNDWATER | NTO THE SYSTEMS THAT YOU RE DUMPI NG THE WATER | N.

AND MY

QUESTI ON WOULD BE W LL THE EPA | NVESTI GATE THE CITY' S LATERAL LI NES

CONCERNI NG THE SEVER | F THERE' S GO NG TO BE A SEVER DROP OR WLL THE

CaTY

PROVI DE THE NECESSARY VI DEO | NSPECTI ONS OF THE LI NE TO MAKE CERTAI N
THAT

THOSE LI NES ARE NOT LEACHI NG WATER, WHICH | F YOU DUVMP WATER IN | T
WOULD

LEACH BACK OUT | NTO THE GROUNDWATER GROUND AGAI N AND YOU HAVE TO
REDUPLI CATE

THE PROCESS SOMEWHERE DOWN THE LINE. SO YOU RE GO NG TO HAVE TO
MAKE

CERTAIN IF THE CITY'S

GO NG TO USE THEI R SYSTEMS, THEI R LI NES ARE PROPERLY | NTACT BECAUSE |
DON' T

KNOW WHAT THE DI STANCE WOULD BE FROM THERE TO THE TREATMENT

PLANT.  AND

RI GHT NOW WE HAVE A TREATMENT PLANT OUT HERE ON CHERRY ROAD AND

DO YOU KNOW

THE DEPTH OF THAT? THAT COULD BE A PROBLEM

SANDY MYERS: | HEAR YOUR CONCERN. I T'S ON THE RECORD.

TONY JANNETTA: AND ALL THOSE CONCERNS AUGHT TO BE ADDRESSED BY
THE EPA
AND THE CI TY BEFORE THEY ACCEPT THI S MONUMENTAL CONTRACT BECAUSE I
STILL SAY
ON SI TE CLEANI NG OF THE CONTAM NATI ON THEN DUMPI NG I T | NTO THE
SYSTEM WOULD
PROVI DE A SAFER ENVI RONMENTAL SI TUATI ON. MY QUESTI ON WOULD BE | S
THE CI TY
STI LL TREATI NG THEI R TREATED WATER, ARE THEY TREATI NG THEI R WATER
W TH
CHEM CALS THAT YOU HAVE ALLUDED TO THAT ARE I N THE GROUNDWATER



NOW?  ARE

THEY TREATING THE CITY' S WATER W TH CHEM CALS THE WAY | T WOULD
DEVI ATE OUR

DRI NKI NG WATER? | F THAT WERE THE CASE, THEY WOULD HAVE THE
FACI LI TIES TO DO

I T AND THE KNOALEDGE TO DO I T.

SANDY MYERS: RIGHT. LET ME SAY THI' S TREATMENT FACILITY IS VERY
VAELL
AWARE OF WHAT TYPE CONTAM NANTS WE' VE GOT AT THI'S SITE, AND THEY' RE
ALSO
VERY VELL AWARE THAT THEY CAN TREAT THESE CONTAM NANTS. THESE
CONTAM NANTS
ARE NOT VERY DI FFI CULT TO TREAT. AS BERNI E MENTI ONED BEFORE, THE
TREATMENT
SYSTEMS THAT THEY

ALREADY HAVE I N PLACE, SUCH AS ACTI VATED SLUDGE, THAT ALONE CAN
TAKE CARE OF
THESE CONTAM NANTS.

TONY JANNETTA: YOU RE LOOKI NG AT SOVE OLD LATERAL LI NES THAT YQU
MAY
BE DUMPI NG | NTO THAT MAY HAVE A PROBLEM

SANDY MYERS: RIGHT. THAT'S A DI FFERENT | SSUE THAN WHETHER THE
TREATMENT PLANT CAN TREAT THE WATER. AND | AGREE W TH YOU, THAT'S
SOVETHI NG
["LL HAVE TO LOOK | NTO.

BERNI E HAYES: JUST ONE CLARI FI CATI ON THERE. CERTAINLY SEWER LI NES
ARE
NOT PRESSURE LI NES SO YOU CAN HAVE WATER LEAK | NTO THEM OR WATER
LEAK OQUT OF
THEM IN THI S PART OF THE COUNTRY, WATER LEAKI NG OUT OF SEWER LINES IS
USUALLY NOT THE PROBLEM USUALLY I T'S WATER LEAKI NG | NTO THE SEVER
LI NES.
SO I T'S SOVETHI NG WVE PROBABLY COULD TAKE A LOOK AT DURI NG THE DESI GN
PHASE
TO MAKE SURE THAT WE' RE NOT GO NG TO CREATE ANY WHAT YOU CALL
EX- FI LTRATI ON
OPROBLEMS FROM SEWER LINES. BUT IN THI S PART OF THE COUNTRY, YO
USUALLY
HAVE MUCH MORE OF A PROBLEM W TH LEAKI NG | NTO THE SEVER LINES. SO
WHI LE
YOU RE RIGHT | F WE TREATED IT ON SITE I T WOULD COVPLETELY ELI M NATE
THAT
PROBLEM | T'S PROBABLY NOT A SERI QUS PROBLEM BUT IT'S SOMETHI NG V\E
CAN LOOK
AT DURI NG THE DESI GN.



TONY JANNETTA: YOU HAVE VI DEO CAMERAS THAT GO DOWN THE LI NE AND
CHECK
T INITS ENTI RETY.

BERNI E HAYES: THOSE DO EXI ST, BUT WHETHER OR NOT | T'S SOVETHI NG
THAT' S
NECESSARY TO BE DONE IS SOVETHI NG WE' LL JUST HAVE TO LOOK AT.

JERRY COLLINS: MY NAME IS JERRY COLLINS. THE ONLY LAST QUESTI ON I
HAVE IS THAT |' M CONCERNED W TH JUST DUMPI NG THE CHEM CAL AT THE
D.OT.
BECAUSE NATI ONAL STATUS HAS JUST RELEASED THAT I T'S El THER LI KE 900
TREATMENT FACI LI TIES I N SOUTH CAROLI NA ARE NOT UP TO PAR FOR FRESH
DRI NKI NG
WATER. SO RI GHT NOW WE DON' T KNOW VWHETHER WE' RE GETTI NG ADEQUATE
TREATMENT
OF THE WATER AS IT IS. |'M CONCERNED W TH WHAT |'M DRI NKING NOW | HAD
MEN
W TH ROCK HI LL, THE CITY, AND TEST MY WATER IN THE HOUSE | JUST BOUGHT
BECAUSE | T'S BEEN TASTI NG FUNNY EVER SINCE | BOUGHT THE HOUSE. SO MY
CONCERN | S THE WATER | ' M DRI NKI NG NOW W TH THE NATI ONAL AVERACES

THEY SAY

THAT ALL THE STATES, NORTH CAROLI NA AND SOUTH CAROLI NA | NCLUDED,

THE WATER

TREATMENT |'S NOT UP TO PAR AND | T'S NOT MEETI NG STANDARDS. SO YOU RE
GO NG

TO DUMP THIS CHEM CAL IN ON TOP OF IT AND |'M GO NG TO DRI NK THAT FOR 30
YEARS. [IN 30 YEARS YOU RE GO NG TO TREAT, RUN THI S SYSTEM 30 YEARS IS
HOW

LONG I T WOULD TAKE BEFORE | FOUND OUT WHETHER | HAVE CANCER OR NOT
PROBABLY.

THAT' S MY BI GGEST CONCERN THAT YOU RE GO NG TO DUMP THIS I N ON TOP OF
WHAT

ALREADY THEY' RE TRYI NG TO TREAT NOWVWHI CH | DON T THI NK MY BELI EF IS

| NADEQUATE ANYWAY.

SANDY MYERS: YOU VE ALLUDED TO A HANDFUL OF | SSUES.

JERRY COLLINS: BUT ALL "M SAYING IS | THINK I T SHOULD BE TREATED ON
SITE AND THEN DUMPED. THAT'S THE BOTTOM LI NE.

BERNI E HAYES: JUST ONE QUI CK RESPONSE TO THAT. | DON T WANT Y' ALL
TO
GET THE | MPRESSI ON THAT WE' RE JUST TRYI NG TO SAY THAT NONE OF YOUR
CONCERNS
ARE YOU SHOULD BE CONCERNED ABOUT THEM BECAUSE THAT'S NOT TRUE.
BUT VE
NEED TO BE CAREFUL THAT WE KEEP SEWAGE TREATMENT AND WATER



TREATMENT
SEPARATE. THIS WATER IS GO NG TO A SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT AND NOT A
DRI NKI NG WATER PLANT.

JERRY COLLINS: WHERE DOES THE LI QUI D THAT IS BEI NG RUN OFF FROM
THAT
WASTE TREATMENT, WHERE IS I T GO NG?

BERNI E HAYES: WELL, IT'S GO NG TO GO BACK, YOU RE RIGHT, INTO A RIVER
OR CREEK SOVEVWHERE AND DEPENDI NG ON WHAT WATER SOURCE | S USED FOR

JERRY COLLINS: VELL, | UNDERSTAND THAT. THAT LI QUI D WAS BEI NG
CLEANED
AND THAT IS YOUR DRI NKI NG WATER. THAT IS | NCORRECT?

BERNIE HAYES: NO. IN A LOT OF CASES, IT IS. BUT I T DEPENDS ON WHERE

OYOU ARE | N RELATI ON TO THE DI SCHARGE FROM THI'S PLANT. | DON T KNO
WHERE

THE WATER SUPPLI ED FOR THE CITY AROUND HERE | S. IS I T SURFACE WATER
OR

GROUNDWATER?

AUDI ENCE: Rl VER

JANE DAVENPORT: WOULD A STUDY NOT BE DONE TO MAKE SURE THAT IT

DOESN' T
GET BACK IN OUR DRI NKI NG WATER? | WOULD THI NK THAT WOULD BE PART OF
THE
PROCESS.
SANDY MYERS: | THINK A STUDY OF THAT NATURE | S VI RTUALLY
| MPCSSI BLE.
I THINK THAT I F YOU RE GO NG TO TAKE WATER I N A SEWAGE TREATMENT
PLANT THAT
THEY DI SCHARGE | NTO A CREEK AND THEN SOVEHOW OR ANOTHER TRACK
THAT WATER
DOMN TO A DRI NKI NG WATER PLANT THROUGH THE PLANT DOWN THE LI NES TO
YOUR TAP,

THAT' S VERY DI FFI CULT.

BERNI E HAYES: AND LET'S KEEP THI' S | N PROSPECTI VE. OKAY? | F YOU HAVE
A DRI NKI NG WATER PLANT THAT'S DRAW NG FROM A RIVER IN THIS AREA, |IT'S
NOT AS
| F THE EFFLUENT FROM THE SITE IS GO NG TO DI RECTLY | NTO THAT RIVER. OR
EVEN
I F YOU ASSUME I T'S GO NG TO BE TREATED, THAT THAT'S THE ONLY THI NG
THAT' S
GO NG | NTO THAT RIVER AND I T'S THE ONLY THI NG THAT THAT WATER
TREATMENT
PLANT HAS TO DEAL WTH. YOU COULDN T GO DOWN TO THE RI VER AND DRI NK



Rl GHT
OUT OF IT. THAT WATER TREATMENT PLANT | S RESPONSI BLE FOR TREATI NG

THAT

WATER AND REMOVI NG WHATEVER | S IN THERE TO MAKE THAT WATER SAFE,
UNDER THE

SAFE DRI NKI NG WATER ACT, NO MATTER WHAT' S | N THERE, NO MATTER WHERE
ITS

COM NG FROM SO YOU DO HAVE THI S ROUTE, THI S POTENTI AL ROUTE OF
CONTAM NANTS FROM THI' S SI TE SOVEHOW GETTI NG THROUGH THE SEVER
SYSTEM AND

I NTO

THE RI VER AND BACK | NTO THE DRI NKI NG WATER PLANT, BUT WHAT YOU HAVE
IS

UNLESS THEY' RE UPSTREAM FROM ONE ANOTHER, WHICH | S WHAT | THINK THI S
GENTLEMAN HAS ALLUDED TO, BUT EVEN | F THAT WERE THE CASE, YOU VE GOT

A

SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT THAT' S DESI GNED TO REMOVE THE CONTAM NANT
BEFORE I T

GCES | NTO THE RI VER AND YOU VE GOT A WATER TREATMENT PLANT

DESI GNED TO

REMOVE THE CONTAM NANTS AS THEY COME OUT OF THE RIVER. AND BOTH OF
THOSE

PLANTS ARE REGULATED BY THE STATE OF SOUTH CARCLI NA AND OVER YQOU
ALL BY EPA

TO MAKE SURE THAT THEY ARE FUNCTI ONI NG PROPERLY. AND |' M NOT GO NG
TO SAY

THAT THEY ALWAYS FUNCTI ON PROPERLY, BUT - - -

JERRY COLLINS: I N THE NATURAL STATUS OF RELEASE THEY SAI D THAT THE
MAJORI TY OF THEM VERE NOT UP TO PAR. HOW DO VEE FI ND THAT OUT IS MY
NEXT
QUESTI ON?

BERNI E HAYES: WELL, THAT'S PART OF - - -

JERRY COLLINS: WE MAY NOT DRI NK THE WATER OUT OF THAT WELL, OUT
OF
THAT PLUME, BUT WE' RE STILL DRI NKI NG TREATED WATER. DOESN T MATTER
WHAT' S
BEEN DUMPED IN IT; WE'RE DRINKING I T, AND VE DON' T KNOW VWHAT WE' RE
DRI NKI NG.

BERNI E HAYES: WELL, YOU CAN FI ND THAT OUT. THE MONI TORI NG AND
COVPLI ANCE RECORDS FOR A PUBLI C WATER SUPPLY ARE A MATTER OF - - -

O JERRY COLLINS: WELL, |'VE HAD THE WATER TESTED



BUT |' M NOT SATISFI ED STILL. |'VE HAD THEM COME OUT AND TEST I T TW CE,
AND
MY WATER STI LL TASTES FUNNY.

BERNI E HAYES: THE OTHER THI NG YOU CAN DO IS ASK THE PUBLI C WATER
SUPPLY FOR THEI R RECORDS OF THEI R TESTI NG AND THAT' S A MATTER OF
PUBLI C
RECORD. | F YOU HAVE A PROBLEM WTH THEM | | MAG NE DHEC COULD HELP
YOU W TH
I T, THE STATE COULD HELP YOU W TH GETTI NG THOSE RECORDS. THEY' RE
REQUI RED
TO TEST THE WATER FOR A W DE RANGE OF CONTAM NANTS ON A REGULAR
BASIS - -

JERRY COLLINS: BUT THEY PCLI CE THEMSELVES; NOBCDY PCLI CES THEM

BERNI E HAYES: NO. THE STATE POLI CES THEM AND TO SOVE EXTENT THE
EPA
POLI CES THEM

JANE DAVENPORT: | HAVE A QUESTI ON. THAT CGENTLEMAN SAI D SOVETHI NG
ABOUT IF THE SO L IS NOIT REMOVED THAT THE CONTAM NANTS ARE
CONTAI NED I N THE
SOL AND IF THE SO L ON THE SITE IS NOT REMOVED, WON' T THE WATER BE
CONTAM NATED AGAIN? AND | DIDN' T HEAR A RESPONSE TO THAT.

SANDY MYERS: OKAY. | M GHT ASK YOU TO CLARIFY, BUT | THI NK | CAN
ANSVER YOUR QUESTI ON. THERE |I'S CONTAM NATI ON PRESENT | N THE
SUBSURFACE AND
SURFACE SO LS; BUT THE CONTAM NATI ON THAT' S PRESENT, THEY' RE NOT AT
LEVELS
THAT POSE AN UNACCEPTABLE RI SK.

JERRY COLLINS: BUT | WAS THE ONE THAT ASKED THAT

QUESTI ON. My QUESTION WAS | S THAT THE WATER | S BEI NG CONTAM NATED
FROM THE
CHEM CALS I N THE SURFACE SO L. [|S THAT CORRECT?

SANDY MYERS: NOT NECESSARI LY, NO

JERRY COLLINS: HOW IS THE WATER BEI NG CONTAM NATED?

SANDY MYERS: THE CONTAM NANTS CAN BE | NTRODUCED AT THE SURFACE
i(l\?DL%-EY CAN LEACH DOWN TO THE GROUNDWATER OVER A PERI OD CF 30
YEARS.

JERRY COLLINS: RIGHT, BUT THE WATER IS BEI NG CONTAM NATED FROM THE
SO L THAT'S ON THE PROPERTY. RI GHT?



SANDY MYERS: NOT NECESSARILY, NO. | MEAN THE CONTAM NANTS CAN BE
DOWN
I N THE GROUNDWATER.

TONY JANNETTA: WAS I T DUMPED IN THE VELL R DID I T GO THROUGH THE
SA L?

SANDY MYERS: | T VENT THROUGH THE SO L.
JERRY COLLINS: BUT THE CHEM CALS ARE STILL IN THE SO L. CORRECT?
SANDY MYERS: YES. THERE ARE CHEM CALS IN THE SO L.

JERRY COLLINS: ALL RIGHT, BUT WHAT YOU RE BASI CALLY GO NG TO BE
DA NG
THOUGH | S THE CONSTANTLY FI LTRATI ON SYSTEM WHERE THE WATER GCES
DOWN THROUGH
THE SO L GETS DOWN TO WHERE THE PLUME IS AND YOU PUMP | T OUT

AND I T"S JUST A CONSTANT - - - YOU RE LETTING THE DI RT BASI CALLY FILTER
ouT

THE CHEM CAL. EVENTUALLY YOU RE HOPI NG THERE W LL BE NO MORE

CHEM CAL LEFT

TO GET DOMWN TO THAT WATER LEVEL. RIGHT?

SANDY MYERS: NO. THAT'S NOT THE WAY THAT | SEE THI S.

JANE DAVENPORT: THE WATER CANNOCT BE CONTAM NATED AGAI N ONCE

THIS IS
DONE?

SANDY MYERS: | WOULD NEVER MAKE THAT STATEMENT. | CAN T WALK
I NTO
THAT ONE. BUT | CAN SAY - - -

LARRY CRUMP: |'M LARRY CRUWMP. WHY DO YOU KEEP BEATI NG AROUND
THE BUSH

ARCUND NOT TAKING THE SO L OUT OF THERE? THERE' S WHERE THE
CONTAM NATION | S

COM NG FROM

BERNI E HAYES: | THI NK THE ANSWER TO THAT IS THE VAST MAJORITY OF
CONTAM NATED SO L HAS ALREADY BEEN REMOVED. | THINK IT'S A VALID
COVMENT
AND A VALI D CONCERN ON YOUR ALL'S PART THAT WE MAKE SURE THAT
THAT' S BEEN
SUFFI CI ENTLY DONE. AND THAT' S SOVETHI NG WE CAN TAKE BACK MAKE SOME
DECI SI ON
ABOUT. "M NOT GO NG TO SIT HERE AND PROM SE YOU THAT WE' RE GO NG TO
LOOK

AT WHAT SO L IS LEFT THERE AND TAKE MORE OF I T OUT, BUT THAT'S PART OF



THE

PUBLI C PARTI CI PATI ON PROCESS IS TO LI STEN TO THESE COMMENTS, GO BACK,
LOOK

AT THE DATA AGAIN, TRY TO MAKE A DECI SI ON ABOUT WHETHER OR NOT

ADEQUATE SO L REMOVAL HAS BEEN DONE. AND YOU KNOW VWHEN VEE MAKE

A DECI SI ON

ABOUT WHAT TO DO AT THE SI TE, LET Y' ALL KNOW THEN AGAI N WHAT THE
DECI SI ON

I'S. BUT THE BOTTOM LI NE, THE BASI C ANSVER TO YOUR QUESTI ON RI GHT NOW
IS THE

VAST MAJORI TY OF CONTAM NATED SO L HAS ALREADY BEEN REMOVED FROM
THE SI TE.

LI KE SANDY SAYS, WE CAN' T SIT HERE AND PROM SE YOU THAT EVERY LAST
PARTI CLE

HAS BEEN REMOVED TO THE PO NT WHERE NO FURTHER LEACHI NG | NTO
GROUNDWATER

W LL TAKE PLACE, BUT - - -

JERRY COLLINS: WHY ARE THE LEVELS SO HIGH STILL THEN I F THE SO L HAS
BEEN REMOVED, AND THI'S WAS A LONG TI ME AGO THAT THE SO L WAS
REMOVED? WVHY
ARE THE LEVELS SO HIGH THEN IN THE WATER? | F IT'S THAT HI GH, 17, 000
M LLI PARTS OR VWHATEVER

BERNI E HAYES: GROUNDWATER TAKES A VERY LONG TI ME TO CLEAN | TSELF
UP,
IF YOU WLL. | MEAN THAT'S NOT EVEN THE RI GHT TERM TO USE.

JERRY COLLINS: [IT S NOT JUST GONG TO SIT THERE; IT'S GOT TO GO
SOVEWHERE, THAT WATER

BERNIE HAYES: |IT CAN SIT THERE FOR A VERY LONG TI ME.

JERRY COLLINS: |IT'S GOT TO GO SOVEWHERE. I T'S GO NG TO BUI LD UP TO
OTHE PO NT THAT WATER HAS TO GO SOVEWHERE, EI THER | NTO A WELL SYSTE
OR MOVE
ON TO OTHER GROUNDS OR CREEKS OR SOMETHI NG

SANDY MYERS: ONE PO NT |'D LIKE TO MAKE | S THAT THE PHYSI CAL
CHARACTERI STI CS OF THE CHEM CALS THAT WE' RE TALKI NG ABOUT,
ESPECI ALLY THE
THREE VOLATILES, THEIR DENSITY | S HEAVY THAN WATER. VWHAT THAT MEANS

IS

ESSENTI ALLY THEY SINK. SO THESE CONTAM NANTS, THEY HAVE THE ABILITY
TO SI NK

THROUGH THE SURFACE SO LS, THROUGH THE SEDI MENT - - - | MEAN THROUGH

THE



SUBSURFACE SO LS DOWN | N THROUGH THE GROUNDWATER. THEY HAVE THE
ABILITY TO

SINK LI KE THAT. THEY DON' T NECESSARI LY JUST FLOW OFF THE SI TE
SOVEWHERE.

THAT' S HOW YOU CAN REACH SUCH HI GH CONCENTRATI ONS AFTER A 30 YEAR
PERI OD.

JERRY COLLINS: VELL, |I'M SURE THEY' RE BELOW THAT WATER LEVEL, AND
THEY' LL PROBABLY STAY THERE AND KEEP ON SI NKI NG DOWN | NTO THE EARTH
HOPEFULLY AND CLEAN THEMSELVES UP.

SANDY MYERS: THAT'S A GOOD PO NT.

BERNI E HAYES: YOU RE HI TTI NG THE NAIL RI GHT ON THE HEAD W TH HOW
DI FFI CULT THI S REMEDI ATI ON OF GROUNDWATER CONTAM NATION IN THI S
FASHI ON CAN
BE.

JERRY COLLINS: BUT I N NONE OF THESE STUDI ES ANYONE HAS SAI D ABOUT
FURTHER REMOVAL OF DI RT. ALL YOU RE TALKING ABOUT | S PUMPI NG WATER
QuUT.

YOU RE NOT TALKI NG ABOUT CLEANING UP THE SO L THAT'S THERE, REMOVI NG
I T.

SANDY MYERS: THAT'S CORRECT. AND THE REASON WE' RE SAYI NG THAT IS
BECAUSE THE LEVELS OF CONTAM NATI ON THAT

WE HAVE IN THE SO LS DO NOT POSE AN UNACCEPTABLE RI SK.

GLEN PELLETT: MY NAME IS GLEN PELLETT AGAIN. ONE THI NG VE MAY BE
M SSING IS THAT I T WASN' T THE SO L THAT CONTAM NATED THE
GROUNDWATER;, | T WAS
WASTE THAT WAS PLACED IN AND ON THAT SO L, AND | BELI EVE ALL THE
WASTE HAS
BEEN REMOVED. |S THAT CORRECT?

SANDY MYERS: WVELL, THE ABOVE GROUND STORAGE TANKS HAVE BEEN

REMOVED.
YES. AND SOVE OF THE OBVIOUS SO L - - - IN THE PAST REMOVALS, SOVE OF
THE

SA LS, WE HAD THE REMOVALS WHERE THEY TOOK OUT THE SO LS.

GLEN PELLETT: SO THAT WAS SORT OF THE SOURCE OF THE
CONCENTRATI ON.

JERRY COLLINS: EVERY TIME YOU CHANGE YOUR O L AND DUMP IT I N YOUR
BACKYARD AND FI VE YEARS FROM NOW DI G A VELL AND DRI NK THAT WATER
DI G THE
DI RT UP FI RST THOUGH AND PUT SOME FRESH DI RT DOWN, BUT THEN DRI NK
THAT
WATER. YOU RE NOT GONG TO GET IT QUT. |IT S IN THAT DIRT AND THAT' S



SEEPI NG DOWN, | T'S CONTI NUALLY SEEPI NG, BLEEDI NG DOAN AS A FI LTERI NG
SYSTEM

BASI CALLY, THE SO L IS. YOU CAN ONLY GET SO MJCH DI RT QUT. YOU CAN' T
Dl G

DOWN 54 FEET AND TAKE OUT ALL THAT SO L DOWN TO THE WATER LEVEL.

TONY JANNETTA: |'D LIKE TO ASK A QUESTI ON I N REFERENCE TO ONCE THI S
IS
DONE WHETHER YOU DUMP | T AND TREAT THE WATER AND YOU REMOVE THE
AREA OF THE

OPLUME AND YOU FEEL COMFORTABLE THAT YOU VE REMOVED THAT MJC
WATER

AND | T' S SUFFI Cl ENT AND EVERYTHI NG TESTS OUT OKAY AT A CERTAIN PO NT

I'N

TIME, WHAT WLL THE EPA AND THE STATE DO TO MAKE CERTAI N THAT THE
PROBLEM

DOES NOT EXIST IN THE FUTURE. WLL THEY STILL REMAIN - - - WLL THERE BE

TESTI NG AFTERWARDS?

SANDY MYERS: YES. THERE WLL BE LONG TERM MONI TORI NG.  WE WLL
MAKE
SURE THAT THE PROBLEM DOESN T POP UP AGAIN. THAT'S THE WHOLE PURPOSE
OF OUR
MONI TORI NG PROGRAM  YES.

TONY JANNETTA: THROUGHOUT THE SI TE? THROUGHOUT THE
NEI GHBORHOOD?

SANDY MYERS: YES, THROUGH THE WELLS THAT WE W LL HAVE ON THE
SITE. AT
THI'S PO NT, WE DON' T KNOW EXACTLY WHERE THE WELLS ARE GO NG TO BE.
V\E
DECI DE THAT IN THE DESI GN PHASE. WE' LL DECI DE WHERE THE ACTUAL WELLS
W LL
BE PLACED, BUT THERE W LL BE COWPLI ANCE VELLS PLACED, AND WE' LL
MONI TOR
THOSE WELLS.

TONY JANNETTA:  SINCE WE KNOW THOSE CHEM CALS ARE DEEPER THAN
THE WATER
STRATUM W LL THERE BE DEEPER WELLS?

SANDY MYERS: SINCE - - -

LARRY CRUMP: HOW DI D THAT BANK GET BUILT THERE ON THAT SO L | F THE
KI ND OF CONTAM NATI ON EXI STED?

JERRY COLLINS: THEY TRIED TO CLEAN I T UP. THEY DUG UP THREE FEET.



LARRY CRUMP: THEY DIDN T DI G DEEP ENOUGH, MY FRI END.
JERRY COLLINS: | KNOW THAT.
LARRY CRUMP: THEY STILL BUILT.

JERRY COLLINS: AND THEY' RE NOT | NCLUDI NG THI S BANK, THAT PROPERTY,
I'N
THI'S CLEANUP. | F THE PLUME DOES GO UNDERNEATH THE PROPERTY OF THAT
BANK,
THE SO L THREE FEET UNDER WHERE THEY EXTRACTED THAT SO L, IT'S STILL
CONTAM NATED AND HOPEFULLY |IT WLL BE CLEANED UP ON I TS OAN WHEN | T
FI LTRATES OUT. BUT IT'S GOT CONCRETE COVERI NG THAT SO L OVER THAT
WHERE THE
SITE IS AND I DON T SEE HOW THE RAI NWATER, THE WATER TABLE, WHATEVER,
CAN
FI LTER THAT OQUT. THAT'S TRAPPED UNDER THAT CONCRETE.

SANDY MYERS: WE'LL HAVE TO LOOK | NTO THAT.

MARK DAVIS: LET ME CLARIFY THAT. THE BANK REMOVED THAT SO L
WHI CH WAS
CONTAM NATED, AND THEY DI D THAT REMOVAL W TH OVERSI GHT FROM EPA
AND THE
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLI NA.

JERRY COLLINS: RIGHT, BUT THEY ONLY TOOK OUT ABOUT THREE FEET OF
SA L.

MARK DAVI S: THEY TOOK OUT THE HOT SPOTS, THE AREAS THAT HAD THE
OCONTAM NATED SO L. THEY REMOVED ALL THAT SO L

JERRY COLLINS: THREE FEET OF IT. THEY ONLY TOOK

OUT THREE FEET.

MARK DAVIS: THAT'S RIGHT. THAT'S ALL THEY TOOK OUT.

JERRY COLLINS: FROM THE TI ME THAT THAT LI QUI D, THE CHEM CALS, WERE
LEAKI NG FROM 1964, WHO S TO SAY IT DIDN' T GO FOUR FEET, FIVE FEET, |IN THAT
SITE I N THAT AREA?

TONY JANNETTA: THEY WERE NOT TESTI NG WELLS AT THAT PO NT IN TI ME

MARK DAVIS: THEY WEREN T ANY TESTS OF WELLS, BUT THERE WAS SO L
TESTI NG

JERRY COLLINS: THEY DIDN'T DO ANY SO L TESTI NG ON THAT SI TE WHERE
THAT



BANK | S.
MARK DAVI S: BACK WHEN THEY DI D THE REMOVAL, YES, THEY DI D.
JERRY COLLINS: BACK IN THE REMOVAL. WHAT ABOUT NOW?

MARK DAVIS: RIGHT. THEY HAD GOTTEN A CLEAN BILL OF HEALTH FROM
THE
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLI NA STATI NG THAT THAT SO L THAT WAS LEFT AFTER
THE
EXCAVATI ON WAS CLEAN - - -

JERRY COLLINS: BACK THEN. WHAT ABOUT NOW? NO ONE DI D ANY TESTS
ON
THAT PROPERTY NOW  THEY' RE NOT EVEN - - -

BERNIE HAYES: | F IT WAS CLEAN THEN I T'S CERTAI NLY

NOT GO NG TO GET ANY WORSE OVER TIME. I T'S ONLY GO NG TO GET BETTER
LARRY CRUMP: HOW DO YOU KNOW I T'S CLEAN NOW?

TONY JANNETTA:  WHY DON' T YOU BU LD A DI AGONAL VELL AND GO UP
UNDER THE
BANK AND SEE | F THERE'S ANYTHI NG - - -

MARK DAVI S:  WE KNOW THERE' S GROUNDWATER CONTAM NATI ON UNDER
THAT BANK
PROPERTY. THAT'S GO NG TO BE EXTRACTED ALONG W TH THE REST OF THE
GROUNDWATER DURI NG THE REMEDI ATI ON.

JERRY COLLINS: YOU DIDN' T EVEN TELL US IN THE BEG NNI NG THAT THAT
PROPERTY THAT THAT BANK IS SI TTI NG ON WAS ORI GI NALLY OMNED BY THAT
CHEM CAL
COVPANY. YOU VE GOT A BARRI ER DRAVWN AROUND THAT PROPERTY.

MARK DAVI S: THAT PROPERTY WASN' T OWNED - - - THE CHEM CAL COVPANY
DIDN' T OAWN ANY OF THAT PROPERTY. THE CHEM CAL COMPANY OPERATED I TS
FACI LI TY
ON THAT AREA, BUT THAT PART WHERE THE BANK IS WAS NOT THE PHYSI CAL
LOCATI ON
OF THE CHEM CAL COWPANY. ACTUALLY, THE TWO HOT SPOTS THAT THE
REMOVAL WAS
ODONE THAT SANDY MENTI ONED EARLI ER, THAT IS THE LOCATI ON OF TH
CHEM CAL
COVPANY' S OPERATI ONS. FOR SOMVE UNKNOWN REASON, THE OPERATOR OF
THAT
CHEM CAL COVPANY TOCK I TS CHEM CALS AND TRANSFERRED OVER TO THE
AREA WHERE

THE BANK | S.



JERRY COLLINS: YOU RE SAYI NG THAT THEY NEVER OWNED

THE PROPERTY WHERE THE BANK | S SI TTI NG?

MARK DAVI S: THE CHEM CAL COVPANY NEVER OANED ANY OF THAT
PROPERTY.

JERRY COLLINS: [IT S JUST OQUT OF THE WAY OF THE BOUNDARY THAT' S
DRAVN
OUT AROCUND I T, IT LOOKS LIKE I T WOULD BE A FULL BLOCK OR WHATEVER.

MARK DAVIS: THE REASON THAT WAS DRAWN OUT |S BECAUSE I T WAS NOT
PART
OF THE CHEM CAL COWVPANY'S OPERATI ONS, NUMBER ONE.

JERRY COLLINS: OPERATIONS, BUT THEY NEVER OWNED THAT PROPERTY?

MARK DAVIS: RIGHT. THEY DIDN' T OAN THAT PROPERTY, BUT THEY
OPERATED
ON THAT PROPERTY.

JANE DAVENPORT: THEY DUMPED ON I T.

MARK DAVIS: THEY DUMPED ON IT. THEY VWERE LI KE A M DNI GHT DUMPER,
WHAT
YOU WOULD CALL A M DNI GHT DUMPER ON THE PROPERTY WHERE THE BANK
WAS LOCATED.

JERRY COLLINS: WHAT IT SAID IN THE PAPERS THAT THI' S WAS NOT JUST
\'I/'\ﬂgsEV\ERE STORI NG THE CHEM CALS, THEY WERE TRYI NG TO CLEAN I T UP.
-l(-ZgVIEA:\Is "?"HAT CLEANED CHEM CALS, CLEANED UP THE WASTE, THAT THEY
X(EZ!?LEJALLY DUMPING IT ON SITE. SINCE 1964, THERE' S NO TELLI NG HOW MJCH | S
!I'IlillAT SO L DOWN THERE.

MARK DAVIS: WE HAVE DONE SO L SAMPLI NG THROUGHOUT THAT WHOLE
AREA.

JERRY COLLINS: ESPECI ALLY WHERE THE BANK' S AT, YOU RE SAYI NG THAT' S
WHERE THEY WERE DUMPI NG | T AT.

MARK DAVIS: THAT'S WHERE THEY DI D DUMPI NG.  THAT' S WHERE THE BANK
EXCAVATION - - -

JERRY COLLINS: |IT S KIND OF ODD THAT THREE FEET OF SO L WAS REMOVED



THEN BOOM THE BUI LDI NG WAS BUI LT ON TOP OF THAT. THAT'S A HOT SPOT.

TONY JANNETTA: YOU RE NOT BEI NG CONCLUSI VE AFTER GO NG THROUGH

ALL

THIS AND PUMP ALL THI S SOVEWHERE, AND THERE' S ANOTHER PROBLEM
SOVEWHERE

ELSE. YOU WANT TO BE CONCLUSI VE I N THE OTHER AREAS BEFORE YOU SI NK
IN TWO

M LLI ON DOLLARS TO DO SOVETHI NG WHEN YOU M GHT HAVE TO REDO I T
AGAI N.

SANDY MYERS: CERTAINLY. ABSOLUTELY.
TONY JANNETTA: YOU WANT TO BE SURE ABOUT IT.
SANDY MYERS: WE SURE DO

BERNIE HAYES: LIKE I SAID, THIS IS GOOD DI SCUSSION. I T'S | MPORTANT
THAT WE CGET THESE THI NGS ON THE TABLE SO THAT WE CAN - - - | MEAN VE
CAN' T
ANSVER YOUR QUESTI ONS ABOUT WHETHER OR NOT SUFFI CI ENT SO L
REMOVAL WAS DONE
UNDER THE BANK. OBVI OQUSLY VEE FROM OUT | NVESTI GATI ONS FEEL THAT
THERE WAS.
BUT THE FACT THAT IT'S SUCH A MAJOR PO NT OF CONCERN FOR SEVERAL
PEOPLE HERE
MEANS THAT WE NEED TO GO BACK AND TAKE A LOCK AT - - -

JERRY COLLINS: YOU DIDN' T CHECK I T OUT. YOU JUST LOOKED AT OLD
REPORTS SAYI NG THAT THEY WERE CONCLUSI VE BACK IN 1985. YOU DI DN T DO
ANY
STUDI ES, RESEARCH SO L SAMPLES NOW

BERNI E HAYES: THAT MAY BE A VALID CRITICISM AND WE CAN GO BACK
AND
TAKE A LOOK AND DETERM NE WHETHER OR NOT WE | N FACT NEED TO DO
MORE WORK
THERE.

TONY JANNETTA: YOU VE GOT PROPERTY I N THE AREA THAT MAY BE
REDEVELOPED, MY BUSI NESS, ALL OF OUR HOMES. LET'S JUST SAY FOR
BUSI NESS
PRACTI CE. AND THEY' RE GO NG TO HAVE TO GO THROUGH THE SAME
PROCEDURE
KNOW NG THAT THAT' S A CONTAM NATED AREA, THAT'S GO NG TO BE RI GHT UP
FRONT.
THEY' RE GO NG TO HAVE TO HAVE ALL KI NDS OF ANALYSI S DONE BEFORE THEY
CAN GET
PERM TS AND EVERYTHI NG TO MAKE SURE THAT THEI R PROPERTY | S SAFE.
AND YOU VE
GOT SOVE UNDEVELOPED LAND AROUND THERE THAT'S GO NG TO BE



DEVELOPED ONE OF
THESE DAYS, AND THI S MAY COME BACK TO HAUNT THEM AND Y' ALL.

JERRY COLLINS: WHAT IF THI S PROPERTY | S EVER SOLD WHERE THE BANK

SI TS?

THE FRESH CI TY WATER COM NG UP THROUGH THAT PROPERTY, THAT'S WHERE
THE PLUME

AREA |'S. | CERTAINLY WOULDN T EVER WANT TO WORK THERE AND GO I N TO
USE THE

BATHROOM AND DRI NK WATER OR SOMETHI NG LI KE THAT. | CERTAI NLY

WOULDN' T WANT
TO WORK THERE.

MARK DAVIS: LET ME CLARI FY SOVETHI NG SI MPLY

BECAUSE THE MAP THAT SANDY HAS DRAWN CARVED OUT THE BANK DOESN T

MEAN THAT

THAT GROUNDWATER THAT IS LOCATED UNDERNEATH THE BANK IS NOT GO NG
TO BE

CLEANED UP. THAT IS ALL GO NG TO BE PART OF THE OVERALL CLEANUP.
WE' RE

TALKI NG ABOUT ONE OBSTACLE - - -

JERRY COLLINS: WATER EXTRACTION ONLY. THE SO L IS NOT GO NG TO BE
CLEANED UP.

MARK DAVIS: THE SO L RECEIVED A CLEAN BI LL OF HEALTH.
JERRY COLLINS: BACK IN '85, THREE FEET OF IT.

BERNI E HAYES: AGAIN, LET'S TRY TO PULL BACK FROM THIS A LITTLE BIT
AND
TRY TO KEEP I T I N PROSPECTI VE. WE SAMPLED THE SO LS.

JERRY COLLINS: THAT PROPERTY W LL GO REAL CHEAP.
O BERNI E HAYES: THE ONLY - -

LARRY CRUMP: DID Y' ALL DO A SAMPLE UP AROUND BY THE BANK? HOW
COVE
Y ALL DIDN' T DRILL A WELL UP THERE BY THE BANK, NEAR I TS PROPERTY?

BERNI E HAYES: AGAIN, LET'S KEEP THI S I N PROSPECTI VE. MORE WELLS
WOULD
ONLY TELL US - - -

LARRY CRUMP: THE BANK IS I N PROSPECTI VE HERE. AS |' M ASKI NG
QUESTI ONS
| WOULD LI KE TO HAVE ANSVWERS FOR AND | DON' T WANT TO BE BEAT AROUND
THE BUSH
ABOUT I T.



BERNI E HAYES: SOMVE OF THE THI NGS THAT Y' ALL ARE BRI NG UP ARE THI NGS
V\E
CAN' T ANSVER RI GHT NOW  YOUR

OPINION | S AND THE COMMVENTS THAT YOU RE EXPRESSI NG HERE ARE THAT VE

DIDN T

DO ENOUGH TO | NVESTI GATE CERTAI N ASPECTS OF THIS SITE. THAT MAY BE.
ALL VE

CAN TELL YOU I S WE' LL GO BACK, WE' LL LOOK AT THE DATA THAT WE HAVE,
WE' LL

HAVE OTHER PEOPLE LOOK AT THE DATA THAT WE HAVE AND SEE | F I N FACT
THAT IS

THE CASE. BUT FOR US TO SIT HERE AND TELL YOU THAT BECAUSE COF YOUR
CONCERNS

ABOUT THE EXTENT AND THE | NVESTI GATI ON THAT WAS DONE OR THE LACK OF
| T THAT

WE' RE GO NG TO GO OUT AND DO MORE WORK, | T WOULDN' T BE A GOOD | DEA
FOR US

SPENDI NG YOUR MONEY TO MAKE A BLANKET COVM TMENT TO THAT RI GHT

HERE TONI GHT

W THOUT GOl NG BACK AND LOOKI NG AT THE SI TUATI ON AND LOCKI NG AT THE
DATA THAT

WE HAVE. SO AGAIN, |'LL TELL YOU THESE ARE VALI D COMVENTS. THERE' S
REASON

FOR US TO GO BACK AND LOOK AT WHAT WE' VE DONE AND DETERM NE
WHETHER OR NOT

IN FACT AS YOU ALL HAVE EXPRESSED WE MAYBE SHOULD HAVE DONE MORE.
BUT IT

WOULD BE | RRESPONSI BLE FOR US TO COM T TO YOU OR TO TELL YOU THAT
IN FACT

THAT' S WHAT WE' RE GO NG TO DO SI MPLY ON THE BASI S OF YOUR COMVENTS
TONI GHT

AND MAKE A SNAP DECI SION HERE IN THI S ROOM TO SPEND ANOTHER SEVERAL
HUNDRED

THOUSANDS DOLLARS OF TAXPAYER MONEY. SO IN A SENSE, WE' RE TRYI NG TO
ANSVER

YOUR QUESTI ONS, BUT I N ANOTHER SENSE WHEN YOU SAY WE HAVEN T DONE
ENOUGH AND

WE NEED TO DO MORE, WE CAN T ANSWER THAT TONI GHT OTHER THAN TO SAY

THOSE ARE THE KI ND OF COMMENTS VE WANT TO HEAR AND WE' LL GO BACK
AND VE' LL

LOOK AT THE DATA VWE HAVE AND TRY TO MAKE A DECI SI ON WHETHER THAT I N
FACT IS

THE CASE. AND THAT'S WHAT WE' LL DO

LARRY CRUMP: HOW W LL WE KNOW WHAT THAT DECI SI ON W LL BE?



BERNI E HAYES: WELL, THERE W LL BE OTHER PUBLI C MEETI NGS AND OTHER
OPPORTUNI TI ES FOR PUBLI C PARTI CI PATI ON.

LARRY CRUMP: THIS I S NOT THE FI NAL ONE?
BERNI E HAYES: NO, BY NO MEANS.

JERRY COLLINS: HAS ANYONE I N THE EPA WHEN THEY HAD THE MEETI NGS | N
THE
M NUTES AND RECORDS, HAS ANYONE | N THE EPA EVER RECOMMENDED
REMOVI NG OF THAT
SO L. NOWHERE IN HERE DCES I T SAY ANYTHI NG ABOUT REMOVI NG THE SO L.

AND | T

SAYS OPTI ONS THAT THEY SAI D WERE UNSATI SFACTORY ABOUT LI KE LEAVI NG
I T

DORMANT, NOT DO NG ANYTHING WTH IT. THAT'S UNSATI SFACTCORY. THE
FI RST TWO

0OCHO CES WERE UNSATI SFACTORY. WAS REMOVAL OF THE SO L EVER BROUGH
UP BY

SOVEONE ON THE EPA COWM TTEE OR WHOEVER, BY AN OUTSIDER? | S THERE
ANY

PUBLI C RECORDS OF ANYBODY SUGGESTI NG THAT THE SO L BE REMOVED?
BERNI E HAYES: SANDY, CAN YOU - - -

SANDY MYERS: AGAIN, WE'D HAVE TO GO BACK AND LOOK THROUGH THE
RECORDS
TO SEE.

JERRY COLLINS: TO MY UNDERSTANDI NG | GUESS | CAN SEE THAT I T WOULD
BE
VERY EXPENSI VE TO REMOVE THAT SO L AND THEN YOU HAVE TO TAKE THAT
SOL TO
ANOTHER FACI LI TY AND BURY I T.

TONY JANNETTA: DO YOU BURY I T OR DO YOU | NCI NERATE | T?

SANDY MYERS: THAT'S A QUESTI ON THAT WOULD BE ANSWERED | N THE
FEASI Bl LI TY STUDY WHERE VVE GO | N AND LOOK AT DI FFERENT ALTERNATI VES.

TONY JANNETTA: SN T THERE TECHNOLOGY THAT | F YOU VE GOT
CONTAM NATED
SO L, WE DONT KNOWIT, YOU CAN' T OBLI GATE WHAT METHOD WOULD BE
USED?

SANDY MYERS: YES. THERE ARE ALTERNATI VES TO CLEAN UP
CONTAM NATED
SA L.

TONY JANNETTA: WE HAD A SCHOOL HERE THAT HAD BURI ED TANKS, AND



THE

SO L WAS DUG UP AND | NCI NERATED AND BROUGHT | T BACK TO LI FE WHERE
YOU COULD

REUSE I T AGAIN. SO I'M SURE TECHNOLOGY | S THERE.

SANDY MYERS: YES. THERE ARE OPTIONS. THERE ARE TECHNOLOG ES
AVAI LABLE TO CLEAN UP CONTAM NATED SO L.

TONY JANNETTA: | T SOUNDS LI KE TO ME YOU RE LEAVI NG SOVETHI NG
UNDONE.

JERRY COLLINS: |IT SOUNDS TO ME LIKE THERE'S A LITTLE BIT OF LET'S GET
THI' S SMOOTHED OVER, LET'S GET IT OUT OF THE WAY HERE. LET'S LET THESE
PEOPLE THI NK THAT

EVERYTHI NG S BEI NG TAKEN CARE CF.
SANDY MYERS: | CERTAINLY RESPECT YOUR OPI NI ON.

JERRY COLLINS: THE SO L IS A PRI MARY CONCERN, |SSUE. SURE YOU WANT
THAT WATER CLEANED UP, BUT WHAT' S CAUSI NG THAT WATER. I T'S THE
CHEM CAL
THAT IS STILL LEFT IN THAT SO L.

TONY JANNETTA: I T'S A SPONGE, THE SO L.
JERRY COLLINS: YOU CAN THHNK OF IT - - -

Bl LL RUTLEDGE: |'M BILL RUTLEDGE, AND |'D JUST LIKE TO SAY A COUPLE OF
THINGS, MAYBE IT WLL HELP. SOVE OF THESE FOLKS HAVE A BETTER
UNDERSTANDI NG. PART OF THEI R CONCERN | THI NK IS CAUSED BY LACK OF
KNOWLEDGE
CAND UNDERSTANDI NG AT JUST WHAT HAS BEEN DONE AND WHAT' S PLANNE
FOR THE
FUTURE. A LOT OF TESTING OF SO L FOLLOWED THE REMOVAL OF THE LI QUI DS
ON
SITE, AND SO L HAS BEEN REMOVED. AND WHAT HAS BEEN DONE | S EXACTLY
WHAT THE
GENTLEMAN SAI D WHY WOULDN' T | T BE DONE, AND THAT IS TESTI NG AND
REMOVAL OF
SOVE SO L, EXTENSI VE TESTI NG OF THE SI TE BEHI ND THE BANK BUI LDI NG THAT
YOQU
HAVE CUT OUT THERE. THERE' S TWO SEPARATE SI TES FOR THE BANK, | F |
M GHT
JUST ADDRESS THAT I N A POSI TI VE WAY, WAS NEVER OANED OR CONTROLLED
I N ANY
WAY BY THE CHEM CAL COWMPANY. THE FRONT SI TE THAT' S ON THE HI GHWAY,
THE SI TE
BEHIND IT WAS A LONV- - - AND IT WAS USED AS A FILL OF CONSTRUCTI ON
MATERI AL
ABOUT FOUR OR FI VE DRUMS OF STILL



BOTTOMS, WHI CH WAS PAI NTS OR DYES, GOT OVER THERE AND THEY

PROBABLY HAD TEN

OR FI FTEEN GALLONS CF DRIED - - - |F YOU VE EVER HAD AN OLD PAI NT CAN
AND | T

DRI ED OUT, YOU KNOW WHAT |' M TAKI NG ABOUT, WHAT'S LEFT AFTER ALL THE
SOLVENTS AND LI QUI DS HAVE DI SSI PATED. AND THAT' S EXACTLY VWHAT WAS
BEHI ND

WHAT IS NOW THE VACANT BANK BUILDING. | T WASN T BURI ED THERE AS A

DUMP. |

DON' T LI KE THAT M DNI GHT DUMPI NG. | SAY THAT | N HUMOR BECAUSE | KNOW
WHAT

YOU RE TALKI NG ABOUT. | T WAS JUST ONE OF THOSE THINGS. | WAS IN THE

CONSTRUCTI ON BUSI NESS. WE WERE DUMPI NG ASPHALT BACK THERE. WE

VERE DUMPI NG

ROCKS. WE WERE DUMPI NG SAND, DI RT, AND WHATNOT, AND THAT'S ALL THAT
Gor

BACK THERE. THAT WAS NOT FOUND WHEN THEY DUG THE FOUNDATI ONS.

LAW

ENG NEERI NG VENT BACK | N THERE TO DO SOME SI TE STUDI ES W TH DRI LLI NG
EQUI PMENT. THESE DRUMS WERE FOUND, SOMVE OF THEM AND THEY WERE | N

DI FFERENT

LOCATI ONS. THEY WEREN T CONCENTRATED. SO THE BANK DECI DED JUST TO
& IN

THERE AND STRI P THE WHOLE SITE. THEY STRI PPED THAT WHOLE SI TE, TOOK
THE

DI RT OUT, HAULED PART OF IT TO THE FILL DOANSTATE AND PART OF IT TO THE
COUNTY LANDFI LL. AND THEY HAULED I N RED CLAY ON THAT SITE. THEY DID
EXTENSI VE SO L TESTI NG TO DETERM NE AT WHAT LEVEL THEY QUI T

EXCAVATI NG.  AND

EPA AND DHEC WERE ON SITE. | T WAS MONI TORED. | THOUGHT THEY DI D AN
AWFUL

LOT MYSELF, AND ALSO ON THE SI TE NEXT DOOR VE DI D

THE SAME THI NG, WE EXCAVATED AND HAULED OUT. SO THERE HAS TO BE

SOVE

BOUNDARY SOMEWHERE. SO A LOT OF TI ME, MONEY, AND EFFORT HAS BEEN

PUT FORTH

TO GET IT TO THE PO NT THAT IT IS. THERE' S NO WAY ANY SO L, IF YOU JUST GO
ON ANY SO L ALMOST YOU FI ND I N ANYWHERE, THERE ARE SOMVE LEVELS OF

CONTAM NATI ON. SOVE OF THEM ARE METALS. WE FI ND SI LVER, MANGANESE,

| RON I'N

SO LS. AND SOME OF THEM ARE AT A - - - YOU HAVE TO SAY THERE' S AN
ACCEPTABLE LEVEL. YOU CAN T GUARANTEE ANYTHI NG AND EVERYTHI NG
WHEN V\E

WALK OUT OF HERE TONI GHT, THE ROADS HAVE BEEN PROVI DED FOR OUR
SAFETY, THE

STOP SI GNS, THE H GHWAY PATROL; BUT I T DOESN' T GUARANTEE ME SAFE



PASSAGE
HOME. | MAY BE KILLED BEFORE | GET THERE. SO YOU CAN' T JUST - - - YOU
CAN' T GO TO CHINA TO GET RID OF THE CONTAM NATED SO L.

JERRY COLLINS: YOU RE MR RUTLEDGE?

Bl LL RUTLEDGE: YOU NEED TO ADDRESS THEM | F YOU HAVE A QUESTI ON.
JERRY COLLINS: IS THI'S MR RUTLEDGE HERE?

Bl LL RUTLEDGE: | AM BI LL RUTLEDGE.

JERRY COLLINS: DO YOU OWN THI S PROPERTY?

Bl LL RUTLEDGE: THE CORPORATI ON OWNS THE PROPERTY. | DON T.
JERRY COLLINS: DO YOU OMN THE CORPORATI ON?

SANDY MYERS: LET'S NOT GET I NTO A DEBATE - - -

JERRY COLLINS: WHAT |'M GETTING AT, IT SOUNDS VERY CONVI NCI NG, BUT I
BELI EVE THI'S MAN OANS THI S PROPERTY. AND THAT FROM WHAT |'VE READ | S
MR.
RUTLEDGE AND THE TEN OTHER COVPANI ES THAT ARE RESPONSI BLE FOR
DELI VERI NG THE
CHEM CALS EVEN THOUGH THEY DI DN' T DUMP THE CHEM CALS ON SI TE,
THEY' RE
RESPONSI BLE FOR THE CLEANUP COSTS BECAUSE THEY HAVE CONTRI BUTED TO

LI KE ONE OF THEM | S CELANESE, | BELI EVE. CELANESE HERE | N ROCK HI LL WAS
PART OF ONE OF THOSE TEN COVPANI ES THAT DELI VERED CHEM CALS TO

THEM SO HI S

STORY SOUNDS VERY GOOD, BUT FROM WHAT | UNDERSTAND HE OWNS THI S
PROPERTY OR

HAS SOMETHI NG TO DO WTH I T STILL AND HE IS ALSO HAVI NG TO PAY FOR THI S
CLEANUP. SO DON T JUST BE FOOLED.

SANDY MYERS: ARE THERE ANY OTHER QUESTI ONS OR CONCERNS?

TONY JANNETTA: THE DI FFERENCE | N PRI CE BETWEEN AN ON SI TE CLEANI NG
AND
USING THE CI TY' S FACILI TIES, WHAT WAS THAT DETERM NATI ON?

SANDY MYERS: | T'S ROUGHLY HALF. TREATING ON SI TE WAS ABOUT I N THE
NEI GHBORHOOD OF FOUR M LLI ON DOLLARS AND DI RECT DI SCHARGE WAS
ABOUT TWO
M LLI ON DOLLARS.

TONY JANNETTA: YOU KNOW THE CI TY HAS A NEW POLI CY NOW  BACK
THEN
WHEN THEY DID I T, WHEN THE CHEM CAL COVPANI ES WERE AROUND, THEY DI D



IT THEIR
WAY. THE CITIES DID NOT HAVE THE REGULATI ONS THAT THEY HAVE NOW

THE REGULATI ONS ARE CHANG NG AS OF TODAY, DAY TO DAY. CHEM CAL

COVPANI ES
NOW HAVE TO TREAT THEI R WASTE TO AN ACCEPTABLE CI TY STANDARDS,
STATE
STANDARDS, BEFORE I T'S DUMPED I NTO THE CITY'S SEWVER SYSTEM THIS IS
WHERE |
GO BACK | F YOU TREAT I T ON SITE TO AN ACCEPTABLE LEVEL PRI CR TO
DUMPING I T
IN THE CI TY SEMER SYSTEM THAT' S NOW BElI NG USED THAT IS NOW BEI NG
ADDRESSED
TO OTHER COVPANI ES THAT ARE ESTABLI SHI NG HERE I N ROCK HI LL, THAT
WOULD
PROVI DE OUR SAFEGUARD | N ADDI TION TO THE CI TY' S TREATMENT SYSTEM

SANDY MYERS: | APPRECI ATE YOUR COMMENT. ARE THERE ANY OTHER
QUESTI ONS?

JERRY COLLINS: | HAVE JUST ONE QUESTI ON RELATED TO WHAT | SAI D
ABOUT
THE TEN COMPANI ES THAT ARE GO NG TO BE RESPONSI BLE FOR CLEANI NG UP.
HOW
COVE THI' S HAS NOT BEEN BROUGHT UP AS FAR AS WHO IS PAYI NG FOR THI S?
ITS

NOT THE CI TY OF ROCK HI LL THAT'S GO NG TO PAY FOR THI S?

MARK DAVIS: NO. IT IS NOT. THE PARTIES RESPONSI BLE FOR THE
CONTAM NATI ON W LL PAY FOR ALL THE COSTS, ALL THE PAST COSTS, ALL THE
FUTURE
COSTS.

JERRY COLLINS: HE WLL?

MARK DAVIS: ALL THE PARTI ES RESPONSI BLE.

JERRY COLLINS: WHO ARE THOSE PARTI ES?

MARK DAVIS: | THINK YOU MENTI ONED TEN OF THOSE - - - TEN COVPANI ES
THAT YOU KNEW OF.

JERRY COLLINS: IS BILL RUTLEDGE ONE OF THESE PARTI ES?

MARK DAVIS: WE HAVE NOT FILED A LAWSUI T AS OF YET SO I CAN T NAME
WHO.
WE' RE GO NG TO GO AFTER EVERYBODY WHO VVE CAN WHO WE CAN RECOVER
MONEY FROM



JERRY COLLINS: DI D THE COMPANY, | WANT TO SAY BI LL RUTLEDGE' S
COVPANY,
DI D THEY | LLEGALLY DUWMP THI S CHEM CAL ON THE LOCATI ON WHERE THE
BANK IS AT?

MARK DAVI S:  NO.

JERRY COLLINS: THEY DO NOT OMWN THAT PROPERTY SO THEY WERE
DUMPI NG I T,
SOVEBODY WAS DUMPING I T | LLEGALLY IF THEY DIDN'T OAN | T.

MARK DAVI S:  YOU HAVE TO UNDERSTAND WHEN THI S COMPANY VEENT OUT
OF
BUSI NESS BACK | N 1964, SUPERFUND LAW WAS NOT ENACTED UNTIL 1980. AND
AT THE
TIME THEY DI D THE DUMPI NG, THERE WAS NO SUCH THI NG AS | LLEGAL
DUMPI NG, THEY
JUST DI D WHAT WAS COVMMON BUSI NESS PRACTI CE AT THE TI ME SO THERE WAS
NO
| LLEGAL DUMPI NG THAT WAS GO NG ON. THERE ARE COWMPANI ES AND THERE
ARE
PARTI ES OUT THERE WHO ARE RESPONSI BLE FOR THE CONTAM NATION OF IT.

JERRY COLLINS: IS THI'S GENTLEMAN ONE OF THEM?

MARK DAVIS: HE IS THE CURRENT ONNER OF THE PROPERTY UNDER THE
SUPERFUND LAW - - -

LARRY CRUMP: YOU KNOW I T DOESN T REALLY MATTER | F MR RUTLEDGE IS
RESPONSI BLE FOR THIS OR NOT. WE' RE NOT

HERE TONI GHT OVER WHO | S TO ARGUE WHO | S RESPONSI BLE. WE' RE TRYI NG
TO CLEAN

IT UP. THIRTY YEARS AGO HE HAD NO KNOW.EDGE OF WHAT COULD BECOVE

OF

CHEM CALS BEI NG DUMPED I N THE GROUND. THIS IS 1994. LET'S KEEP THE
SUBJECT

N 1994.

JERRY COLLINS: WHY IS THIS MAN HERE? WHY IS THI S MAN HERE?
LARRY CRUMP: BECAUSE HE CARES EVI DENTLY. | HAVE THE CGREATEST
RESPECT
AND ADM RATI ON FOR HI M BEI NG HERE TONI GHT.
JERRY COLLINS: HE'S JUST PAINTING A PRETTY PI CTURE FOR EVERYBODY.
LARRY CRUMP: MVELL, | DON' T THI NK HE'S THAT WAY.

BERNI E HAYES: WELL GENTLEMEN, THANKS. THOSE COMMVENTS ARE VELL



TAKEN
ON BOTH SIDES SO LET'S NOT FALL | NTO A DEBATI NG SOCI ETY HERE.

SANDY MYERS: WE CERTAINLY DON' T WANT TO HAVE A DEBATE BETVEEN

THE
DI FFERENT - - - |F THERE ARE NO OTHER QUESTI ONS, THEN THI S MEETING I S
ADJOURNED. | APPRECI ATE YOUR ATTENDANCE AND YOUR | NTEREST.

WHEREUPON, THE MEETI NG WAS ADJOURNED AT 8:50 P.M

KATHY STANFORD, CVR-CM
COURT REPORTER

( RECORDED TAPES RETAI NED FOR FI FTEEN DAYS FROM DATE OF CERTI FI CATI ON
UNLESS
OTHERW SE REQUESTED)

APPENDI X B

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLI NA CONCURRENCE LETTER
RUTLEDGE PROPERTY SUPERFUND SI TE

June 14, 1994

John H. Hankinson, Jr.
Regi onal Adm ni strator
U.S. EPA, Region IV
345 Courtland Street
Atl anta, GA 30365

RE: Rutl edge Property - Record of Decision
Dear M. Hanki nson:

The Departnent has reviewed the revised Record of Decision (ROD) dated June
2, 1994 for the Rutl edge Property site and concurs with the ROD. In
concurring with this ROD, the South Carolina Departnent of Health and

Envi ronnental Control (SCDHEC) does not waive any right or authority it may
have under federal or state |law. SCDHEC reserves any right and authority it
may have to require corrective action in accordance with the South Carolina
Hazar dous Waste Managenment Act and the South Carolina Pollution Control Act.
These rights include, but are not limted to, the right to ensure that al
necessary pernmts are obtained, all clean-up goals and criteria are nmet, and
to take a separate action in the event clean-up goals and criteria are not
met. Nothing in the concurrence shall preclude SCDHEC from exerci sing any
admi nistrative, legal and equitable remedies available to require additiona
response actions in the event that: (1)(a) previously unknown or undetected
conditions arise at the site, or (b) SCDHEC receives additional information



not previously avail able concerning the prem ses upon which SCDHEC relied in
concurring with the selected renedial alternative; and (2) the

i mpl ementation of the renmedial alternative selected in the ROD is no | onger
protective of public health and the environment.

The State concurs with the selected groundwater renedi ation alternative of
extraction and direct discharge to the local POTW The State al so concurs
with the additional investigative work to be conpleted during the Renedia
(ODesi gn phase. This includes: deternmining the relationship between th
contanmination detected in the private wells and the contamni nati on detected
in the on-site nonitoring wells, collecting additional background surface
soil samples to confirmthat the variance in nmanganese i s consistent with
the environnmental setting, and collecting additional surface water and
sedi mnent sanples to determine if the selected background sanple is
representative of true background conditions.

State concurrence on this renedial alternative is based on the alternative
neeting all applicable clean-up criteria. Concurrence is also contingent
upon the results of the additional investigative work to be conpleted during
the Renedi al Design phase. Depending on the results of the investigative
wor k, an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) and/or ROD Amendnent
may be required. An ESD and/or ROD Amendrment would require State
concurrence.

Si ncerely,

R Lewis Shaw, P.E.
Deputy Comnri ssi oner
Environnmental Quality Control

cc: Hartsill Truesdale
Kei th Lindler
Gary Stewart
Ri chard Haynes
Billy Britton
Al WIIlians, Catawba EQC



